
1954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 10545 
ing policies more liberal than those now on 
the market. ' 

The American Medical Association disap
proved of this bill. Apparently that carried 
some weight in Congress. But the AMA's 
attitude should not determine the issue, be
cause it would not affect physicians except 
t o enable more of their patients to pay their 
bills. 

If doctors prefer that the number of chari
ty patients not be reduced, they h ave the 
r ight to say so, but prospective p atients
who out number doctors considerably-should 
be heard as well. 

Aside from the AMA's role , it apperu:s that 
t h e bill lost because, as Republica n Leader 
HALLECK said, it was too conservative for 
m any House liberals, and too liberal for 
m any conservatives. And then, of course, 
there was much of the usual elect ion-year 
politicking. 

The nat ional problems that fathered the 
reinsura nce bill still exist. 

They must be solved. 
That 's why the administrat ion should keep 

plugging. 

Progress in Civil Defense 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EDMUND P. RADWAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wedn esday, July 14, 1954 

Mr. RADWAN. Mr. Speaker, there
cent decision to establish the Continen
tal Air Defense Command represents a 
major step in the long struggle to achieve 
an adequate defense against any possible 
attack on the United States. The es
tablishment of this command is, I am 
sure, most gratifying to the many loyal 
Americans who have been working to 
improve our national civil-defense pro
gram. It indicates that our military 
leaders-perhaps for the first time-view 
with some degree of optimism the prob
lem of defending this Nation against a 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, JULY 15, 1954 

<Legislative day of Friday, July 2, 1954) 

The Senate n1et at 10 o'clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God, our life and our light, to this 
n1on1ent dedicated to the unseen and 
eternal, we turn from the deceitful world 
where truth so often eludes us along 
tangled paths. Here at this altar of 
faith we would seek the truth about our
selves, knowing that Thou canst not use 
us to change the crooked things that 
blight the earth unless our own hearts 
are homes of sincerity, integrity, and 
purity. Create in us clean hearts, 0 God, 
and renew a right spirit within us. Be
cause so much of our span of life is gone, 
and so little left, may we redeem the 

possible superweapon attack. More than 
anything else, I believe that it is evidence 
of the worthwhile nature of civil-defense 
work itself. 

The apathy with which civil defense 
has been regarded by the public in re
cent years is notorious. Despite this 
general indifference, however, many of 
our civic-minded citizens have worked 
relent lessly to prepare our communities 
to withstand the devastating effects of 
modern superweapons; and the job that 
they have accomplished is remarkable. 
To be sure, the task is yet unfinished, but 
we have come a long way. 

Since the passage of the Federal Civil 
Defense Act in January 1951, two parallel 
movements to strengthen our home de
femes have been under way; and as a 
result considerable progress has been 
achieved. 

In August 1951 the first of these move
ments was inaugurated with the estab
lishment of the Lincoln Laboratory at 
the Massachusetts Institute of Technol
ogy. This program, officially designated 
"Project Lincoln," has the mission of 
conducting research and development 
work on air defense problems, and is 
sponsored jointly by the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force. Its contract is adminis
tered by the Air Force. 

Also in 1951, the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration, the National Security 
Resources Board, and the Department 
of Defense jointly organized "Project 
East River" for the purpose of studying 
civil defense needs. This project was 
carried out by a group of more than 100 
scientists, educators, and businessmen 
under the sponsorship of Associated Uni
versities, Inc. Its 10-volume report was 
completed during the summer of 1952. 
In December 1952, the Secretary of De
fense appointed the seven-man group 
known as the Kelly committee to ad
vise the Department of Defense on con
tinental air-defense problems. 

Partly as a result of these two move
ments-one dealing with military meas
ures, and the other with nonmilitary 

residue by intensity of living, toiling in 
this new day in the sense of the eternal. 
Prosper, we pray Thee, the councils of 
the nations' leaders whose decisions will 
shape the tomorrows. Bless all sincere 
efforts of those who speak for the na
tions, that there may be found a more 
excellent way than hatred and suspicion 
and exploitation, and when, in sharing 
all, Thy sundered children shall gain all; 
and Thine shall be the kingdom and the 
power and the glory. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. KNOWLAND, and by 

unaniDlous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes
day, July 14, 1954, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 

n1easures for continental defense-the 
civil defense program of the United 
states has been given added significance 
in our military strategic planning. Civil 
defense is now recognized as a vital link 
in our defensive arn1or. 

The progressive military thinking 
reflected in the newly formulated Conti
nental Air Defense CoDlmand has been 
virtually matched on the civilian side. 
In the Congress, several bills designed 
to strengthen civil defense have been 
introduced during this session, and the 
creation of a joint congressional com
Dlittee on civil defense has been pro
posed. The Federal Civil Defense Ad
ministration is currently shifting its 
headquarters from Washington, D. C., 
to an area less likely to be a primary 
target for the enemy, and many indus
trial organizations are reported to be 
taking similar precautions. Several 
large companies, for example, have 
formulated disaster plans including 
provisions for alternate headquarters, 
lines of succession, and emergency sup
plies and equipment. 

These recent developments, it seems 
to me, should be most encouraging to 
our State and local civil defense groups 
throughout the country. It is they who 
have thus far borne the greatest burden 
in the struggle for adequa te civil de
fense. And it is principally because of 
their remarkable effort that the objec
tives of civil defense now seem possible 
of attainment. These workers richly 
deserve the praise and support of us all. 

The battle is not yet won. The danger 
has not abated. But one important 
phase of the battle has be.en won, and 
that phase is what might be termed the 
struggle to get started. I am confident, 
Mr. Speaker, that the wheels now rolling 
will not be slowed by the apathy of the 
past; no longer will there be a feeling of 
hopelessness. I feel sure that we can 
look forward to steadily increasing sup
port for civil defense, and that the gains 
already won will be more than matched 
by an aroused American citizenry. 

to the Senate by Mr. Tribbe, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that on 
today, July 15, 1954, the President had 
approved and signed the following acts: 

S. 381. An act for the relief of Donald 
Grant; 

S. 579. An act for the relief of Wong You 
Henn; 

S. 676. An act for the relief of Ef tychios 
Mourginakis; 

S. 1508. An act for the relief of Borivoje 
Vulich; 

S. 1999. An act to provide for the recovery, 
care, and disposition of the remains of mem
bers of the uniformed services and certain 
other personnel, and for other purposes; 

S. 2198. An act for the relief of (Sister) 
Jane Sta nislaus Riederer; 

S. 2369. An act for the relief of Karl Ull
stein; 

S. 2370. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain vessels to Brazil for use in the coast
wise trade of Brazil; and 

S. 2728. An act to authorize the collection 
of indebtedness of military and civilia n per
sonnel resulting from erroneous payments, 
and for other purposes. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
passed the bill <S. 2987) to provide for 
the transfer of hay and pasture seeds 
from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
to Federal land-administering agencies, 
with an amendment, in which it re
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill <S. 3458) to 
authorize the long-term t ime charter of 
tankers by the Secretary of the Navy, 
and for other purposes, with amend
ments, in which it requested the concur
rence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the concurrent 
resolution <S. Con. Res. 80) to print ad
ditional copies of Senate Document 87, 
Review of the United Nations Charter
A Collection of Documents, with amend
ments, in which it requested the concur
rence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H. R. 8628. An act to amend the T ariff Act 
of 1930 to insure that crude silicon carbide 
imported into the United States will con
tinue to be exempt from duty; and 

H. R. 9248. An act to amend section 308 
( 5) of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to a concurrent 
resolution <H. Con. Res. 241) providing 
for printing as a House document the 
pledge of allegiance to the flag, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. KNOWLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Armed Services, and the Subcommittee 
on Business and Commerce of the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia, were 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate today. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immediately 
following the quorum call and a brief 
executive session, there may be the cus
tomary morning hour for the transac
tion of routine business, under the usual 
2-minute limitation on speeches. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider executive 
business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate a message from the 
President of the United States submit
ting sundry nominations, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL, from the Commit
tee on Armed Services: 

Lt. Gen. Horace Logan McBride, and Lt. 
Gen. Andrew Davis Bruce, Army of the 
United States (major generals, U. S. Army), 
to be lieutenant generals on the retired list; 

Lt. Gen. Robert Wells H arper (major gen
eral, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force, to be placed on the retireci list in 
the grade of lieutenant general; 

Lt. Gen. Charles Trovilla Myers 37A (ma
jor general, Regular Air Force), United States 
Air Force, to be commander, Air Training 
Command, with the rank of lieutenant gen
eral, and to be lieutenant general in the 
United States Air Force; 

Maj. Gen. Glenn Oscar Barcus 87A, ~egu
lar Air Force, to be commander in chief, 
United States Northeast Command, with the 
rank of lieutenant general, and to be lieu
tenant general in the United S tates Air 
Force; and 

Charles E. Cook, Jr., and sundry other 
persons, for appointment in the Regular Air 
Force. 

By Mr. CARLSON, from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service: 

Seventy-nine postmasters. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further reports of commit
tees, the clerk will state the nominations 
on the Executive Calendar. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of James C. Worthy, of lllinois, to be 
Assisant Secretary of Commerce. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations in the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the nomi
nations in the Coast and Geodetic Sur
vey be confirmed en ·bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nominations are con
firmed en bloc. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the President be immediately 
notified of all nominations this day con
firmed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the President will be im
mediately notified. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. KNOVILAND. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume the con
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; .and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Morning business is now in order. 

&"{ECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
AMENDMENT OF REVISED STATUTES RELATING 

TO VERIFICATION UNDER OATH OF CERTAIN 
CERTIFICATES OF INSPECTION 
A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 

Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend section 4421 of the 
Revised Statutes, in order to remove the 
requirement as to verifying under oath cer
tain certificates of inspection, and for other 
purposes (with accompanying papers); to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 5240 OF THE REVISED 
STATUTES RELATING TO THE EXAMINATION OF 
NATIONAL BANKS 
A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 

Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend section 5240 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended, relating to 
the examination of national banks (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

HANS KUZURA 
A letter from the Secretary of the Army, 

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
for the relief of Hans Kuzura (with an ac
companying paper); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

PERMANENT APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY AND 
MARINE CORPS 

A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to authorize permanent appointments in 
the United States Navy and in the United 
States Marine Corps (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on Armed Services. 

PETmON 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be

fore the Senate a resolution adopted by 
the Hawaii Statehood Commission, 
Honolulu, T. H., favoring prompt enact
ment of legislation to grant statehood 
to the Territory of Hawaii, which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1954-RE
PORT OF COMMITTEE ON AGRI· 
CULTURE AND FORESTRY <REPT. 
NO. 1810) 
Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on 

Agriculture and Forestry, to which was 
referred the bill <S. 3052) to encourage 
a stable, prosperous, and free agricul
ture, and for other purposes, reported 
it with an amendment, and submitted a 
report thereon, which report was ordered 
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to be printed, including supplemental, 
minority, and separate views. 

CHANGE OF NAME OF GAVINS POINT 
RESERVOffi TO LEWIS AND CLARK 
LAKE-REPORT OF COMMITTEE 
ON PUBLIC WORKS 
Mr. CASE, from the Committee on 

Public Works, to which was referred the 
bill <S. 3744) to change the name of 
Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins 
Point Dam to Lewis and Clark Lake, 
reported it favorably, without amend
ment, and submitted a report <No. 1811) 
thereon. 

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR COMMIT
TEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOR
EIGN COMMERCE-REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 
Mr. BRICKER, from the Committee 

on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to 
which was referred the resolution <S. 
Res. 276) providing additional funds for 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, reported it favorably, with
out amendment, and it was placed on the 
calendar. 

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR COMMIT
TEE ON APPROPRIATIONS-RE
PORT OF A COMMITTEE 
Mr. BRIDGES, from the Committee 

on Appropriations, reported an original 
resolution <S. Res. 279), which was 
placed on the calendar, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Appro
priations hereby is authorized to expend from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, during 
the 83d Congress, $10,000, in addition to the 
amount, and for the same purposes, specified 
In section 134 (a) of the Legislative Reor
ganization Act, approved August 2, 1946, Sen
ate Resolution 121, agreed to June 24, 1953; 
Senate Resolution 153, agreed to July 28, 
1953; and Senate Resolution 243, agreed to 
May 27, 1954. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were intro· 
duced, read the first time, and, by unani
mous consent, the second time, and re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas (for him
self and Mr. DANIEL) : 

S. 3750. A bill to direct the Secretary of the 
Air Force to convey certain property located 
in proximity to San Antonio, Bexar County, 
Tex., to the State of Texas; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

(See the remarks of Mr. JoHNSON of Texas 
when he introduced the above bill, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 
S. 3751. A bill for the relief of Bart Kryger; 

to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CARLSON: 

S. 3752. A bill to provide that the Secre
tary of the Interior shall investigate and 
report to the Congress as to the advisability 
of establishing Alcove Springs, located in 
Marshall County, Kans., as a national monu
ment; 

S. 3753. A bill to provide that the Secretary 
of the Interior shall investigate and report 
to the Congress as to the advisability of 

establishing Fort Hays as a national monu
ment; 

S. 3754. A bill to provide that the Secretary 
of the Interior shall investigate and report 
to the Congress as to the advisability of 
establishing Fort Dodge as a national monu
ment; and 

S. 3755. A bill to provide that the Secretary 
of the Interior shall investigate and report 
to the Congress as to the advisability of 
establishing the Shawnee Mission as a na
tional monument; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SYMINGTON (for Mr. HEN
NINGS): 

S. 3756. A bill for the relief of Howard Carl 
Kaiser; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ERVIN: 
S. 3757. A bill for the relief of Gerasimos 

Athanase Haberis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DffiKSEN (by request) : 
S . 3758. A bill to limit the acquisition and 

use by agencies of the Federal Government 
of equipment for reproducing documents, 
drawings, papers, and so forth, on sensitized 
materials; to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

By Mr. McCARRAN (for himself and 
Mr. BRICKER) ; 

S. 3759. A bill to provide permaneni; certif
icates for local service air carriers; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. HENDRICKSON (for himself, 
Mr. LANGER, Mr. KEFAUVER, and Mr. 
HENNINGS): 

S. J. Res.177. Joint resolution to give the 
consent of the Congress to interstate com
pacts or agreements dealing with the coop
erative supervison of juvenile probationers 
and parolees, the return of runaway juve
niles, the return of juvenile-delinquent es
capees, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HENDRICKSON when 
he introduced the above joint resolution, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN PROP
ERTY TO STATE OF TEXAS 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, on behalf of myself and my col
league, the junior Senator from Texas 
[Mr. DANIEL], I introduce for appropriate 
reference a bill directing the Secretary 
of the Air Force to convey to the State 
of Texas certain property located in the 
vicinity of San Antonio, Tex. 

This land consists of approximately 
218 acres, formerly designated as Mar
tindale Auxiliary Field. During World 
War II it was used as an auxiliary to 
Randolph Field. In view of its present 
training mission and the changeover in 
aircraft, Randolph Air Force Base has 
no further need of this auxiliary field. 

It is proposed to use this land as a 
permanent station for the Concentrated 
Air Section of the 36th Infantry Division, 
the 112th Armored Cavalry Regiment, 
the XLI Corps Artillery, and the 8th 
Field Artillery Group, Texas National 
Guard. 

The Concentrated Air Section at pres
ent utilizes leased civilian facilities at 
Hurt Airport in San Antonio. It is pro
posed to move the section from the 
leased field to Martindale. 

At present, Martindale Auxiliary Field 
is on license to the State of Texas by 
authority of the Secretary of the Air 

.Force. This license was made effective 
January 29, 1954, with the understanding 

that the Texas National Guard should 
make an agreement with the Texas Wing, 
Civil Air Patrol, for eo-use of the facili
ties. This agreement is now in effect. 
If title to the real property is acquired 
by the State of Texas, the agreement will 
remain in effect. 

The bill fully protects the rights of the 
United States. 

Martindale Field would continue to be 
used for military purposes. 

All mineral rights would be reserved to 
the United States. 

It is provided that title shall revert to 
the United States if the State of Texas 
should cease to use the property pri
marily for training of the National Guard 
and the Air National Guard and for 
other military purposes. 

In the event of war or national emer
gency, the United States would have the 
right to reenter the property and make 
use of it, including improvements made 
by the State of Texas, for the duration of 
the state of war or emergency. 

Transfer of this land to the State of 
Texas will better enable the Texas Na
tional Guard to perform its proper role 
in the American preparedness program. 
I hope that early and favorable action 
will be taken upon the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill <S. 3750) to direct the Secre
tary of the Air Force to convey certain 
p:!.'operty located in proximity to San 
Antonio, Bexar County, Tex., to the State 
of Texas, introduced by Mr. JoHNSON of 
Texas <for himself and Mr. DANIEL), was 
received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

GRANTING CONSENT OF CONGRESS 
TO INTERSTATE COMPACTS RE
LATING TO JUVENILE DELIN
QUENCY CASES 
Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 

on behalf of myself, the Senator from 
North Dakota LMr. LANGER], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], and the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], 
I introduce for appropriate reference a 
joint resolution to give the consent of 
the Congress to interstate compacts or 
agreements dealing with the cooperative 
supervision of juvenile probationers and 
parolees, the return of runaway juve
niles, the return of juvenile escapees, and 
for other purposes. 

This joint resolution is one of a num
ber of legislative proposals which will be 
introduced by members of the Subcom
mittee on Juvenile Delinquency, during 
the remainder of the session. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 177) 
to give the consent of the Congress to 
interstate compacts or agreements, deal
ing with the cooperative supervision of 
juvenile probationers and parolees, the 
return of runaway juveniles, the return 
of juvenile delinquent escapees, and for 
other purposes, introduced by Mr. HEN
DRICKSON (for himself, .Mr. LANGER, Mr. 
KEFAUVER, and Mr. HENNINGS), was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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~MENDMENT OF CnnL AERONAU· 
TICS ACT OF 1938-AMENDMENT 
Mr. WELKER submitted an amend

ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 7395) to amend the defini
tion of "airman" in the Civil Aeronautics 
Act of 1938, and for other purposes, 
which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

Mr. ANDERSON submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes, which was ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. BRICKER submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
Senate bill 3690, supra, which was or
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were each read 

twice by their titles, and referred to the 
Committee on Finance: 

H. R. 8628. An act to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to insure that crude silicon carbide 
imported into the United States will con
tinue to be exempt from duty; and 

H. R. 9248. An act to amend section 308 (5) 
of the Tari1f Act of 1930, as amended. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 241) providing for printing as a 
House document the pledge of allegiance 
to the flag, was referred to the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration, as fol
lows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That there be 
printed as a House document the pledge of 
allegiance to the flag, as designated in sec
tion 7 of the joint resolution approved June 
22, 1942 (36 U.S. C., sec. 172), as amended 
(Public Law 396, 83d Cong., ch. 297, 2d sess.; 
H. J. Res. 243, approved June 14, 1954); and 
that there be printed 681 ,000 additional 
copies, of which 437,000 shall be for the use 
of the House; and 144,000 copies shall be for 
the use of the Senate, and that there be in
cluded thereon the following history of the 
pledge. 

Author of the pledge was Francis Bellamy, 
born at Mount Morris, N. Y., lived 1855 to 
1931. Original pledge first publicly used in 
1892, was changed slightly by First and Sec
ond National Flag Conferences, in 1923 and 
1924, was officially designated as "Pledge of 
Allegiance to the Fag" by Public Law 287, 
79th Congress, approved December 28, 1945. 
On June 14, 1954, Flag Day, it was amended 
by Public Law 396, to include the words 
"under God." 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA
TION OF UNITED STATES AT
TORNEY FOR WESTERN DISTRICT 
OF OKLAHOMA 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on be· 

half of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
I desire to give notice that a public hear .. 
ing has been scheduled for Thursday, 
July 22, 1954, at 10 a. m., in room 424, 
Senate Office Building, upon the nomina .. 

tion of Paul W. Cress, of Oklahoma, to 
be United States attorney for the west
ern district of Oklahoma, vice Robert E. 
Shelton, resigned. At the indicated time 
and place all persons interested in the 
nomination may make such representa
tions as may be pertinent. The subcom
mittee consists of myself, chairman, the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICK
soN], and the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. HENNINGS]. 

l'HE PRESIDENT'S SPEECH AT 
KASSON, MINN. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on 
June 28 an attack was made on the Sen
ate floor by the chairman of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry [Mr. 
AIKEN] against one of America's greatly 
respected agricultural spokesmen, Mr. 
M. W. Thatcher, general manager of the 
Farmers Union Grain Terminal Associa
tion of St. Paul. 

Bill Thatcher has been and is today 
one of the real champions of equality 
for agriculture, a fighter for what he 
believes is right but always a respectful 
and courteous fighter. He has testified 
before many committees of the Congress. 
His views have always been respected 
even by those who might disagree with 
his conclusions. Several Members of 
this body have been invited on various 
occasions to speak before the member
ship of the great Midwest Grain Ter
minal Association, at its annual confer
ence meeting. The chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry has been among those extended 
that privilege and courtesy. 

I regret the intemperateness of the 
accusations against Mr. Thatcher and 
the organizations he serves, and the 
intemperate accusations, including 
charges of trickery and libel of the Pres
ident's words. I know Bill Thatcher. 
Many of you know him. He is a fighter, 
but he has never had to resort to trickery 
·or libel. He says what he believes, and 
he stands by his word. 

If there has been any trickery, Mr. 
President, it has been the attempt of 
the Republican Party to create one im
pression out in the great agricultural 
Midwest during campaigning season; 
then repudiate it in the Congress. 

Name calling will not change a thing 
in the minds of Midwest farmers who 
heard the President at Kasson, nor can 
it expunge the headlines of Republi
can newspapers supporting the Presi
dent's candidacy at that time. 
· The remarks of th.e Senator from Ver
mont cannot be allowed to stand unchal
lenged. The record should be made 
complete and clear. For that reason, 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed at this point in the REc
ORD a copy of a letter sent to the Senator 
from Vermont by Mr. Thatcher on 
July 9. 

I may say that I have already men
tioned this matter to the Senator from 
Vermont, as a matter of senatorial cour
tesy, and I asked him whether he had 
received the letter from Mr. Thatcher. 
He told me he had received it. I men
tioned to the Senator that I intended to 
place it in the RECORD, and he had no 
objection to my doing so. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that the letter be printed in the RECORD 
at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter . 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FARMERS UNION GRAIN 
TERMINAL ASSOCIATION, 

St. Paul, M inn., July 9, 1954. 
The Honorable GEORGE D. AIKEN, 

Senate Office Bui lding, 
Washi ngton, D. C. 

DEAR GEORGE: I had answered your letter 
of June 14 on June 24 after I had made a 
thorough investigation of the serious com
plaint you made to me about a tape record
ing of President Eisenhower's voice which I 
used at the last annual meeting of the 
Farmers Union Grain Terminal Association, 
as a part of my address at that convention. 

Because I was so disturbed about what you 
had written to me and the serious state
ments you had made, I felt that it was prop
er for me to delay sending my reply of June 
24 to you until I had fully covered your let
ter of June 14 with my board of directors 
of GTA, which met on June 28. · 

The GTA board of directors were disturbed 
at your ser ious charge. I then read to them 
my reply of June 24. The board unani
mously approved my reply and were shocked 
at the tone of your letter. Before we mailed 
out the letter, you had appeared on the 
floor of the United States Senate and made 
very serious and unwarranted charges 
against the Farmers Union Grain Terminal 
Association. 

I tried to call a special meeting of our 
board of directors to go over the speech on 
the Senate floor, but was unable to get a 
quorum. I outlined over the long-distance 
telephone to our executive committee what 
I had in mind to write additionally to you, 
and they approved it. 

It is regrettable that you hastened to the 
floor of the Senate to make this speech be
fore you received a report on my investiga
tion of the question of this tape recording of 
remarks made by General Eisenhower in his 
speech at Kasson, Minn., but you did pro
ceed with the speech. 

I want to quote two paragraphs from your 
letter of June 14: 

"Referring also to your letter of May 24, 
in which you state that 'the tape recording 
of President Eisenhower's Kasson speech, 
which was referred to in AI Stedman's arti
cle, was borrowed from the Columbia Broad
casting System and was used on station 
WCCO in Minneapolis by Cedric Adams, the 
most popular newscaster in the whole 
Northwest.' Apparently you have been 
misled by someone in your organization if 
you believe that the recording used over 
your radio stations and at the annual con
vention was the same that was used on 
WCCO. I am advised that the recording you 
used was a 'dubbing' of the recording used 
over weco. It appears that the recording 
you used was made especially for your or
ganization on order of Mr. Luther Weaver, 
head of the agency handling your advertis
ing. It seems that Mr. Weaver ordered 
certain sentences and phrases deleted from 
President Eisenhower's Kasson speech, thus 
giving the listeners an erroneous picture of 
the President's position on farm supports. 

"I am very sorry that your organization 
saw fit to use this misleading recording.'' 

I find, ~pon investigation, that I was in 
error when I wrote you on May 24 as follows: 

"The tape recording of President Eisen
hower's K asson speech, which was referred 
to in AI Stedman's article, was borrowed 
from the Columbia Broadcasting System and 
was used on station weco in Minneapolis 
by Cedric Adams, the most popular news
caster in the whole Northwest. He and ev
eryone around him are strong Eisenhower 
men. After the tape recording was played 
back at our stockholders' meeting, and after 
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I was through speaking, AI Stedman came 
backstage and complained bitterly about this 
tape recording. I explained to him just ex
actly how I procured it;, from whom, and 
thought that that would end it." 

It had always been in my mind that we 
used the very same tape recording of Eisen
hower's Kasson speech, just as I referred to 
in the paragraph above, but when coming to 
make a full investigation of this, there are 
two tape recordings that I listened to in full. 
One was my address before the stockholders 
of· GTA, December 1953, in which I used the 
Eisenhower tape recording, which is also 
objected to by you and the St. Paul writer, 
AI Stedman. I find that in my speech I 
made no reference at all to the Columbia 
Broadcasting System, station WCCO of Min
neapolis, or Cedric Adams, the commentator. 
All I said with reference to this was, "Would 
you like to hear the voice of General Eisen
hower?" The crowd applauded. I said, "Turn 
it on." And, that's all I said. 

I had the tape recording of my speech 
and the full tape recording of Mr. Eisen
hower's Kasson speech, which I'll be per
fectly pleased to play over to you and any
one else who cares to listen to them, and 
that will end that, because you can't change 
the voices. 

As I have previously written to you, I 
heard the popular newscaster, Cedric Adams, 
in his appearance on weco radio station 
in Minneapolis, Minn., in which he had a 
tape recording, in part quoting what General 
Eisenhower had stated in his campaign 
speech at Kasson, Minn. I asked the director 
of our public relations, Mr. Gordon Roth, 
whom you know well, to get a copy of that 
tape recording, which I wanted to use as a 
part of my annual address at the GTA stock
holders' meeting here in St. Paul in December 
of 1953. 

Today, I had here in my office, within the 
last hour, Mr. Luther Weaver, the head of the 
agency handling our advertising, and Mr. 
Gordon Roth, the head of our public rela
tions department. I read the 2 paragraphs 
of your letter of June 14, quoted above, to 
Mr. Weaver and Mr. Roth. 

This is the history that was given by them 
to me: Mr. Luther Weaver, on the simple 
instructions from Mr. Roth to procure a 
copy of the tape used by Cedric Adams, at
tempted to do just that. He called Mr. 
James Gorman, in charge of radio station 
weco, and stated that he wanted a copy of 
that tape. Following that call, Mr. Jack 
Houston, an assistant to Mr. Gorman, called 
and stated that they could not find a copy 
of that tape recording. Mr. Weaver then 
asked them if they had a copy of the Kasson 
speech, and they said they had a recording of 
the Kasson speech. Mr. Houston stated that 
he remembered writing the script for Mr. 
Adams' broadcast and having made the tape 
recording that Mr. Adams used. Mr. Hous
ton asked Mr. Weaver if he would give him 
some indication of what part of the speech 
was wanted. Mr. Weaver said, "Yes, he 
would." Mr. Weaver said he clipped from 
the Farmers Union Herald the statement, 
which we have used for a long time in the 
Herald, "The Golden Promise," being a part 
of the statement made by General Eisen
hower in his Kasson speech. Mr. Weaver 
sent that to Mr. Jack Houston as a "tracer" 
as to what we wanted. 

Mr. Luther Weaver had no instructions 
from Mr. Roth to "doctor" anything. Mr. 
Luther Weaver had no interest, as head of 
an advertising agency, to "doctor" anything. 
Mr. Weaver never has heard the tape, even 
to this day. 

Mr. Roth assumed that the tape we used 
was the same one used by Mr. Adams. I 
assumed the tape we used was the same tape 
used by Mr. Adams. We find that Mr. Jack 
Houston, who made the tape .for Mr. Adams, 
did the same thing in making the tape for 
us. They are checking all of Mr. Adams' 
broadcasts to finally find the one that he 

used at some particular hour in 1953, in 
which he used the tape recording. 

I want to repeat again the tape recording 
we have are the words of General Eisen
hower. They are not, of course, all of his 
speech. Neither did Mr. Weaver have any 
interest in it, nor did he suggest any doctor
ing. Nor did Mr. Roth have any notion of 
doctoring. And, of course, you know I did 
not, and I still believe there is no doctoring. 
Of course, the tape picks up the important 
stuff out of the Kasson speech, and of 
course, is taken out of context. 

Now, this is what candidate Eisenhower 
said a little later at his speech at Brookings, 
S. Dak. I notice in your Senate speech you 
try to push this off as unimportant. Well, 
the people who heard it locally and over the 
radio thought they were listening to some
thing that was important. And, this is the 
full quote from Mr. Eisenhower's speech at 
Brookings, S. Dak., where he gives his own 
interpretation of what he said at Kasson, 
Minn.: 

"At Kasson, in Minnesota, some weeks 
back, later in Omaha and in a number of 
so-called back platform speeches r have tried 
to make my position clear. 

"The Republican Party is pledged to the 
sustaining of the 90-percent parity price 
support and it is pledged even more than 
that to helping the farmer obtain his full 
parity, 100-percent parity, with the guaranty 
in the price supports of 90 percent." 

The same day he spoke at Fargo with more 
interpretation: 

"We are accused of wanting to abolish the 
farm program and the price supports. Well, 
some things are so false you don't know the 
right words to use, at least in polite society, 
for condemning them. I went to Kasson, 
Minn., and on behalf of Republican leaders 
and with the concurrence of the great men 
of the party, at least all that could be reached 
in time, I stated exactly what we meant to do, 
and the present 90-percent parity price in 
the farm program was sustained and sup
ported completely." 

Now, so that you can feel that I'm perfectly 
fair about this with you, I will give you 
practically all of what Mr. Eisenhower said 
at Kasson, out of which we built our context 
of "the golden promise." 

"And here and now, without any 'ifs' or 
'buts,' I say to you that I stand behind
and the Republican Party stands behind
the price-support laws now on the books. 
This includes the amendment to the basic 
farm act, passed by votes of both parties in 
Congress, to continue through 1954 the price 
supports on basic commodities at 90 percent 
of parity. 

"These price supports are only fair to the 
farmer to underwrite the exceptional risk 
he is now taking. They are a moral and 
legal commitment which must be upheld. 

"We have now at least 2 years to plan 
ahead. We must use this valuable time to 
develop sound means and methods of main
taining and expanding both security and 
opportunity in agriculture. We must mobi
lize all of the brains in agriculture-farmers, 
your farm organization leaders, your farm
wise legislators, your agricultural specialists, 
and research workers-all of them to join us 
in building and improving our long-range 
farm policies and programs. 

"Our goal will be sound, farmer-run pro
grams that safeguard agriculture-but do not 
regiment you, do not put the Federal Gov
ernment in charge of your farms. 

"We must, by using good, old-fashioned 
horsesense, figure out sound methods of 
maintaining agriculture's freedom to shift 
patterns or production without losing basic 
protection to which agriculture is entitled. 

"We must realize that no formula devel
oped at any time is infallible. Conditions 
change. What counts 1s being prepared to 
do the right thing at the right time. To do 

this the Republicans will use the wisdom of 
farmers. 

"I firmly believe that agriculture is en
titled to a fair, full share of the national 
income and it must be a policy of Govern
ment to help agriculture achieve this goal in 
ways that minimize Government control and 
protect the farmers' independence. All I 
know of farmers convinces me that they 
would rather earn their fair share than to 
have it as a Government handout. 

"And a fair share is not merely 90 percent 
of parity-it is full parity." 

Now, you have the whole works so far as 
these three farm speeches are concerned, 
and you have my statement about how the 
tape recording was built. 

I would suggest that you open up a dic
tionary and see the definition of "doctoring,. 
and also the definition of "deleting." 

Your statement that we "libeled the Presi• 
dent is false. Whoever made the statement 
to you that we had used this tape recording 
on our GTA radio program made a false 
statement. It has never been used on our 
radio program. It was never used but once, 
and that by myself as a part of my address 
to some 2,000 people at the St. Paul Audi
torium at the stockholders' meeting of GTA 
in December 1953. 

Your statement that this was a master 
of trickery is false, and I don't think you 
seriously mean that I am a master of trick
ery, and I resent it as you would if I had 
said it about you. 

As I have written to you, I have left it to 
others to speak disparagingly about a Presi
dent during all the years that I have been 
before the public. Even when it seemed 
everybody was riding President Hoover, I 
either said something favorable about him, 
or said nothing. 

I have never said anything about you ex
cept that you were a great statesman. I 
have said that I disagree with you in this 
farm program, and I disagree with you more 
deeply than I have ever recorded. I may be 
wrong, and you may be wrong. Time will 
tell. But, the program that you and Secre
tary Benson are advocating and fighting for 
today, I will fight as courageously and mili
tantly as God will give me the strength to do. 

This ends my correspondence with you 
with reference to this unfortunate situa
tion. Of course, your speech will be an
swered, and we will try to get somebody in 
the Senate to put our reply in the CONGRES• 
SIONAL RECORD, where it can stand as an an
swer to your statements which I think were 
unfortunately made. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. W. THATCHER, 

General Manager. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I have 
just received a copy of the Farmers 
Union Herald of July 5, 1954, which con
tains an editorial discussing at some 
length the matter just referred to by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY]. The editorial goes into the sub
ject in great detail. I ask unanimous 
consent to have the editorial printed in 
the body of the RECORD at this point as 
a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THAR WARN'T No GOLD To TARNISH-8ENA• 

TOR AIKEN AND THE GOLDEN PROMISE 
A short, stocky, white-haired New Eng

lander sits as chairman of the United States 
Senate Committee on Agriculture. He 
comes from the rocky hills of Vermont where 
he once presided as governor and, before 
that, as a banker. 

The Senator is GEORGE D. AIKEN. 
Twice he has come to St. Paul at the in

vitation of M. w. Thatcher, general manager 
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of the Farmers Union Grain Terminal Associ· 
ation. Twice he has expounded his views 
on farm price supports, views that were his 
own and not those of Thatcher, nor of 
GTA, nor of the majority of farm people 
who heard every argument he could muster. 
He spoke these two times to the largest farm 
audiences he has ever addressed. The au
diences were composed of the stockholders, 
delegates and visitors at the annual dinners 
of Farmers Union Grain Terminal Associ· 
ation in St. Paul. 

All this was before there was an Eisen
hower in the Aiken, Farm Bureau down
ward flexing, farm price-support camp. 

Coming from a section of the country 
where politicians promise farmers cheap 
feed and city people cheap food, AIKEN . 
never has liked the full parity concept of 
price supports. He is an author of the 1948 

_,rice flexing law which has been held in 
abeyance ever since then by extensions of 
mandatory 90-percent supports on wheat, 
corn and the other basic commodities. 

To AIKEN, the golden promise of parity 
to agriculture made by candidate Eisen
hower at Kasson, Minn., and other places 
here in the Northwest has been a thorn of 
no mean proportions. The irritation caused 
by this thorn now has broken out in a rash. 

To an astounded Senate, on June 29, Sen
ator AIKEN "exposed" the thorn, named those 
who had planted it in his flesh, and called 
!or atonement for the alleged heresy. 

The inflexible little Senator in his speech 
turned his verbal guns on his former host, 
M. W. Thatcher, and fired a vituperative 
charge that use of the golden promise was 
a "masterpiece of trickery." 

lV'"..r. AIKEN's speech was not spontaneous; 
1t was calculated. The Senator had help, not 
alone from his flexing associates in high 
places but also, obviously, from a more re
mote nest of flexing intrigue in Minnesota. 
Maybe AIKEN doesn't know it but there are 
only a small minority of farmers in Minne
sota who are taken in by the parity-through
flexing salesmen. 

Mr. AIKEN started his speech by saying: 
.. One of the choicest bits of false propaganda 
going the rounds today is the charge that, 
during the campaign of 1952, President 
Eisenhower, at Kasson, Minn., promised the 
farmers that he was for 90 percent support 
prices for basic agricultural commodities 
and. eventually, for 100 percent of parity. 

"It is time that this libel on the Presi..; 
dent's words is brought into the open," he 
continued. 

Then followed a description of what the 
Democratic Party had claimed that the can
didate, Eisenhower, had said at Kasson. Mr. 
AIKEN wanted it understood that the Demo
cratic Party had claimed Ike hadn't prom
ised anything and that, therefore, he should 
have been defeated. 

Being a good Texas Democrat, Senator 
DANIEL rose to object to the criticism of his 
party. But Senator AIKEN gallantly assured 
the Texan he had meant no slur. The Dem
ocrats were fine people. They had not 
claimed, during the campaign or immedi
ately thereafter, that Ike had promised 
parity. They had just claimed that he had 
promised nothing more than flexing. 

"It is only the sheerest hypocrisy that 
prompts opponents of the President's farm 
program today to charge that he promised 
high rigid supports during his campaign. 
The Democrats promised to continue high, 
rigid supports. The Republicans cam
paigned for flexible supports." Thus spoke 
the author of flexing. 

A Senator's speech delivered in the Sen
ate becomes part of a pennanent public rec
ord. It is printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. People can pick it up and use it. 
Sometimes speeches are made and printed in 
the RECORD just for that purpose. 

• • • • • 

In the December 8, 1952 issue, just a 
month after the election of Eisenhower, the 
Farmers Union Herald started publishing 
what it called the golden promise. The 
words of that promise are taken from the 
Kasson speech. Together and without 
adornment they constitute a firm pledge to 
agriculture, one that most all farmers ex
pected to be fulfilled by the President. 

On December 16, 1953, 1 year later, a tape 
of the golden promise taken from the orig
inal recording of the Eisenhower speech at 
Kasson was played for stockholders, dele
gates, and visitors at the annual GTA stock
holders' meeting in St. Paul. The tape, as 
played, was furnished at its request to GTA 
by WCCO, a CBS radio station in Minne
apolis. This is the way the incident was re
ported in the Herald of December 28, 1953: 

"A hushed audience of nearly 3,000 farm 
folk listened to the golden promise from the 
lips of the President him::;~lf at the annual 
GTA session in St. Paul. 

"The promise was made by General Eisen
hower when he was campaigning for Presi
dent in the fall of 195~. In the course of 
his speech he promised to continue 90 per
cent supports on the basic crops through 
1954 and ended the statement with his prom
ise to work for full parity for farmers. 

"The original radio recording of the Eisen
hower promise was played to the GTA audi
ence toward the end of the address by M. W. 
Thatcher, GTA general manager. Mr. 
Thatcher had reviewed the price support is
sue from beginning to end and had finally 
led to the Eisenhower golden promise. He 
then said, 'I want all of you to hear it in the 
President's own words.' 

"Many who missed the golden promise, 
which was buried in a half-hour speech, will 
never forget it after hearing it all by itself.'' 

Listening also, back in the wings of the 
theater section of the St. Paul auditorium, 
was a newspaper writer sent to the GTA ses
sion to cover it for the St. Paul Pioneer 
Press and Dispatch. This writer was A1 
Stedman, a former employee of the United 
States Department of Agriculture, and a con
sistent propagandist for the downward farm 
price flexing philosophy of the Farm Bureau 
leadership. 

As Thatcher left the platform, Stedman 
met him backstage. Stedman's face was a 
livid red. He was infuriated. He berated 
Thatcher for having played the recording of 
the golden promise. Though presumably 
sent by his papers to report what transpired 
at the GTA session, Stedman now became a 
fierce partisan. He stomped out of the 
meeting place with an !'11-fix-you air. 

A short time later he wrote an editorial 
for his paper called The Voice of Ike. This 
editorial presented the full text of what Ike 
had said at Kasson about price supports and 
what had been played at the GTA session as 
the golden promise. The editorial was a 
thinly veiled accusation of trickery against 
Thatcher. 

And then, in February 1954, the Minnesota 
Farm Bureau News, official organ of the FB 
in that State and generally considered a 
vicious, scandal mongering, red-smearing foe 
of Thatcher, GTA, and the Farmers Union, 
reprinted the whole Stedman editorial and 
added its own comment. 

This Farm Bureau commentary, replete 
with words such as "hoax," ·"perpetrate," 
"doctoring" and "expose," typical of irrespon
sible yellow journalism, was the forerunner 
to circulation of the Stedman editorial in 
sections of Minnesota. 

While Stedman obviously was inter.:lsted 
chiefly in defending Ike, those who circu
lated his editoriai had another aim. This 
aim was to discredit GTA and its general 
manager as they have been trying to do for 
many years. 

Country editors didn't take too well to the 
Stedman editorial. Too many of them had 
carefully read or heard what Eisenhower had 
said at Kasson. Too many were familiar 

with what the record had been since. So 
the effort to use Stedman against GT A 
flopped. 

Isn't it a remarkable coincidence that, 
now, some of the words and phrases "'..lsed by 
AIKEN in his June 29 speech are the same as 
or similar to those used in the February 
blast in the Farm Bureau News? 

The Herald reported all of the referen~es 
directly related to agriculture made by ooth 
Eisenhower and Stevenson at Kasson, Mlnn., 
on September 6, in its issue of September 8. 

The Herald pointed out editorially that 
Eisenhower had pledged to continue through 
1954 the 90-percent supports on basic com
modities. It pointed out also that Ike bad 
pledged himself in these words: "A fair share 
is not merely 90 percent of parity, but full 
parity." 

In its issue of October 20, 1952, the last 
issue before the general election, the Herald 
presented the farm planks and policies of 
not only the Republican and Dem0cratic 
Parties, but also the F armers Union, the 
Grange, and the Farm Bureau. It published 
biographical sketches of both Eisenhower and 
Stevenson. These were prepared, at the in
vitation of the editor, by people selected by 
the headquarters of both parties in the Twin 
Cities. And, further, the Herald presented 
in the same issue the voting record on farm 
issues of all Northwest Congressmen. 

All these facts were presented for the in
formation of the tens of thousands of farm 
fam111es who buy their supplies cooperatively 
through the Farmers Union Central Ex
change and who market their grain coop
eratively through Farmers Union Grain Ter
minal Association. There was not the slight
est effort on the part of the Herald to in
fluence voting. The Herald said, editorially, 
regarding the election: 

"We are sitting back and letting the Re
publicans and Democrats tell how they think 
our readers should vote, and why." 

Farmers who had turned thumbs down on 
the Republicans in 1948, now turned to Ike. 
The vote tabulation here in the Northwest 
shows a tremendous switch. Was it because 
farmers believed that Eisenhower had made 
a golden promise to agriculture? Or did they 
help vote Ike in, believing he had promised 
nothing more than flexible price supports 
that could turn him into a subsistence 
farxner instead .of the business farmer he 
had been on the road to achieving? 

Let's examine the facts. Let's go right 
into the record of what was said and what 
has been done. Let's s~e what the partisan 
backers of Eisenhower claimed he said at 
Kasson and other Northwest places. Let's 
see what the Senators and Congressmen who 
helped campaign for Mr. Eisenhower have to 
say now. 

Then those who want facts instead of 
politics can decide whether AIKEN and his 
informers are being truthful to farmers and 
the general public or are engaged in a dis
honest drive to fool American agriculture 
into a disastrous program. 

On September 6, 1952, General Eisenhower 
and Governor Stevenson both came to Kas
son, Minn., to deliver their keynote campaign 
speeches on agriculture. It was an historical 
event, wherein nearly 100,000 persons saw 
and heard both candidates for President on 
the same platform the same day-just a few 
hours apart. 

Eisenhower read his speech. Advance cop. 
ies were handed out to the press just before 
the speech. 

This is the full text of what Eisenhower 
said regarding price supports: 

"And here and now, without any 'ifs' or 
'buts,' I say to you that I stand behind-and 
the Republican Party stands behind-the 
price-support laws now on the books. This 
includes the amendment to the basic Farm 
Act, passed by votes of both parties in Con
gress, to continue through 1954 the price 
supports on basic commodities at 90 percent 
of parity. 
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"These price supports are only fair to the 

farmer to underwrite the exceptional risk 
he is now taking. They are a moral and 
legal commitment which must be upheld. 

"We have now at least 2 years to plan 
ahead. We must use this valuable time to 
develop sound means and methods of main
taining and expanding both security and op
portunity in agriculture. We must mobilize 
all of the brains in agriculture-farmers, 
your farm organization leaders, your farm
wise legislators, your agricultural specialists 
and research workers-all of them to join 
us in building and improving our long-range 
farm policies and programs. 

"Our goal will be sound, farmer-run pro
grams that safeguard agriculture, but do not 
.regiment you-do not put the Federal Gov
ernment in charge of your farms. 

"We must, by using good, old-fashioned 
horsesense, figure out sound methods of 
maintaining agriculture's freedom to shift 
patterns or production without losing basic 
protection to which agriculture is entitled. 

"We must realize that no formula devel
oped at any time is infallible; conditions 
change. What counts is being prepared to 
do the right thing at the right time. To do 
this the Republicans will use the wisdom of 
farmers. 

"I firmly believe that agriculture is en
titled to a fair, full share of the national 
income, and it must be a policy of Govern
ment to help agriculture achieve this goal 
in ways that minimize Government control 
and protect the farmers' independence. All 
I know of farmers convinces me that they 
would rather earn their fair share than to 
have it as a Government handout. 

"And a fair share is not merely 90 percent 
of parity-it is full parity." 

Now, that is a statement to which 
Thatcher and his associates at GTA, as well 
as other prominent leaders in the Central 
Exchange and the Farmers Union, fully sub
scribed. The entire statement, to them, 
constituted a promise which, if carried out, 
would stabilize American agriculture, pro
tect farm prices, and preserve farmers' free
dom of action. 

But the kernel of the statement, as all fair 
people recognize, is the specific promise to 
retain 90-percent supports through 1954-
the statement that 90 percent was not a fair 
share and the inference that Ike would seek 
full parity. That is the underlined portion, 
known far and wide as the golden promise. 

Nowhere in Eisenhower's Kasson speech 
was there any mention of the free market 
or even of "in the market place" as con
tained in the Republican platform. 

One month after the Kasson speech, Ike 
spoke in Brookings, S.Dak. The date was Oc
tober 4, 1952. This speech, according to 
AIKEN, was extemporaneous. AIKEN now poo 
poohs the Brookings speech because of this, 
inferring that, when Eisenhower spoke ex
temporaneously, he didn't know what he was 
saying. 

We believe the opposite. We firmly believe 
that, when Ike spoke extemporaneously, as 
at Brookings, he was saying exactly what he 
believed he had said before and intended to 
say afterwards. And we have no doubt that 
he firmly intended to carry out the promh:e 
he made so positively at Brookings. This 
is what he said at Brookings, as reported 
verbatim by the Sioux Falls, S. Dak., Argus 
Leader, a Republican paper. 

"At Kasson, in Minnesota, some weeks 
back, later in Omaha and in a number of 
so-called back platform speeches I have tried 
to make my position clear. 

"The Republican party is pledged to the 
sustaining of the 90-percent parity price sup
port and it is pledged even more than that 
to helping the farmer obtain his full parity, 
100-percent parity, with the guaranty in 
the price supports of 90 percent." 

That is a full and complete statement, just 
as Ike made it at Brookings, S.Dak., a month 

after his Kasson speech, and getting closer 
to the day of election. 

Is there any reference to "in the market 
place" or to flexible support prices for farm
ers in this statement? 

What would an ordinary person of sound 
mind believe was the promise that was be
ing made to him? 

The same day, October 4, Mr. Eisenhower 
made a speech in Fargo, N. Dak. This also 
was extemporaneous. But the full text was 
published in the Fargo Forum, another Re
publican paper, in its Sunday morning edi
tion, October 5. 

Let's take the full statement of Mr. Eisen
·hower on supports and see what he had to 
say, just a few hours after he had spoken in 
South Dakota. 

Let's remember these are farm States and 
that, as Ike had said at Brookings, "quite 
naturally in a great region such as this there 
is more of a special interest in agriculture 
than there is in some of our other economic 
forms of life." 

This is what the candidate told the Fargo 
audience: 

"We are accused of wanting to abolish 
the farm program and the price supports. 
Well, some things are so false you don't know 
the right words to use, at least in polite 
society, for condemning them. I went to 
Kasson, Minn., and on behalf of Republican 
leaders and with the concurrence of the 
great men of the party, at least all that could 
be reached in time, I stated exactly what 
we meant to do, and the present 90-percent 
parity price in the farm program was sus-

. tained and supported completely." 
At Kasson, Minn., the candidate for the 

Presidency was making a major farm ad
dress written for him and incorporating his 
ideas. It was carefully prepared, make no 
mistake about that. 

But at Brookings and at Fargo the candi
date was putting his own interpretation on 
the Kasson speech. Was Eisenhower less 
qualified then to interpret his own meaning 
than is AIKEN now? 

The Eisenhower press went further than 
the Farmers Union Herald in its headlines. 

The September 8 issue of Farmers Union 
Herald said: "100,000 cheer as Ike and Adlai 
plow under farm price flexing." 

But the Minneapolis Star proclaimed in 
an 8-column streamer head across page 1: 
"Eisenhower Calls for 100-Percent of 
Parity." 

The Sioux Falls Argus Leader told its 
readers: "General assures crowd he stands 
for full parity." 

Harold S. Milner, Associated Press staff 
reporter covering the Brookings speech, re
ported: 

"Dwight D. Eisenhower told a South Da
kota audience today (October 4) he wanted 
to make it clear that he promised full ac
ceptance of the present 90 percent of parity 
program. He said he also wanted it under
stood that he would work for full parity 
when the present 90-percent program ends 
in 1954." 

The Associated Press had sent Don White
head, one of its top correspondents, to Kas
son to report the speech there. This is how 
Whitehead quoted the President in the dis
patch he filed from Kasson to Associated 
Press newspapers all over the United States: 

"I firmly believe that agriculture is en
titled to a fair, full share of the national 
income," Eisenhower said, "and a fair share 
is not merely 90 percent of parity-but full 
parity." 

Even Stedman, who was at Kasson and 
heard Eisenhower's speech, filed a dispatch 
to his paper, commenting: 

"The 1llore far·mers thought over General 
Eisenhower's unqualified backing for 2 years 
of 90 percent of parity farm supports, with 
full parity as his general aim, the more they 
were impressed. The great question about 
General Ike's stand on parity had been an
swered by him to their general satisfaction." 

The Eisenhower administration was in
stalled on January 20, 1953. On February 
11, less than a month thereafter, Ike's new 
Secretary of Agriculture, Ezra Taft Benson, 
made his maiden address in St. Paul, Minn. 

The golden promise, as carried in the Her
ald, had been commonly accepted as the 
President's campaign promise to agriculture. 
It had not been challenged. 

But Benson, on February 11, less than a 
month after the new administration had 
taken over, made it crystal clear that he held 
a low estimate of 90 percent price supports, 
to say nothing of full parity supports. 

Benson told farmers they had been robbed 
of their character, initiative, and independ
ence by the farm program of the last decade . 
He urged them to set their sights above the 
dollar mark and return to the free market. 

The Bznson speech found little backing. 
Even the St. Paul audience gave it a cool 
reception. And, in the following days, Re
publican Senators and Congressmen who had 
worked hard to elect Eisenhower repudiated 
the Benson philosophy. 

For whatever his reasons, Benson had im
plied that he intended to return agriculture 
to the chaos of the 1920's when farmers were 
at the mercy of big city commodity specu
lators in human hunger. 

Was this what Ike had promised at Kasson? 
The late Senator Robert Taft who then 

was the administration leader in the Senate 
sharply rebuked Benson. Congress would 
decide the program, not Benson, he said in 
a public statement. 

Republican Senator MILTON YoUNG, of 
North Dakota, called for Benson's removal 
as Secretary. There is no need of going into 
Senator YouNG's long fight against Benson's 
reversal and, eventually, the President's own 
reversal of the pledge made at Kasson. His 
record has been spread on the front pages of 
all Northwest newspapers. 

Senator WILLIAM LANGER, North Dakota's 
senior Republican Senator, has fought tooth 
and nail to get performance on the pledge 
made at Kasson. 

Senator MuNDT, of South Dakota, a stanch 
Republican, criticized the switch announced 
by Benson and called for performance on the 
pledges made at Kasson and Brookings. 

Of all Minnesota's 9 Members of the 
House, only 1 backs Benson's turnabout and 
he is from the city of Minneapolis. Con· 
gressman H. CARL ANDERSEN, from Minne· 
sota's Seventh District, has denounced Ben
son. 

In a recent editorial the Sioux Falls, S. 
Dak., Argus Leader, stated: 

"Representative ANDERSEN favors a price
support law guaranteeing farmers 90 percent 
of parity. In this, he is in agreement with 
the stand taken by Dwight D. Eisenhower at 
Kasson, Minn., and Brookings, S. Dak., dur
ing the 1952 presidential campaign." 

In the Northwest no Senator bas given 
more faithful service to Eisenhower during 
the campaign and afterward, than EDWARD 
THYE, Minnesota's senior Senator. But THYE, 
who sat on the platform as Benson spoke in 
St. Paul a year and a half ago, now has chal
lenged the President and the Republican 
Party to make the most of it if they think 
his stand on 90 percent supports is disloyalty. 

Recent abusive statements by Vice Presi· 
dent Nixon, Benson, and Aiken, directed at 
all Republican Members of the House and 
Senate who oppose flexible farm support 
prices at this time, have angered THYE. 

But strong-arm tactics have made THYE 
more defiant than ever. In a speech pre
pared for delivery in the Senate and reported 
in the press last week THYE charged the ad
ministration statements "do violence both to 
truth and to sound public policy." 

By the time you read this you very likely 
will have heard over the GTA radio network 
a transcribed talk by Senator THYE made 
expressly for GTA to use. If you have, you 
will know how strongly THYE feels about pre
serving farm income and preventing a farm 
depression. He doesn't sound like a man 



10552 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 15 
who thought the use of the golden promise 
was a masterpiece of trickery. 

AIKEN, who is chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture, the majority of 
which are Republicans, could not get his 
own committee to endorse the administra
tion's and his program of flexible supports. 
His committee voted for extension of 90 per 
percent supports. 

The chairman of the House Committee on 
Agriculture is CLIFFORD HOPE, of K ansas. A 
m a jority of this committee are Republicans. 
HoPE, one of the foremost authorities on 
agriculture in Congress, led his committee in 
an overwhelming vote for extension of 90 
percent. 

Do the Republicans on these committees 
believe that Eisenhower was talking about 
flexible support prices or a free m arket when 
he spoke at Kasson, Brookings, F argo, and 
other places in this part of the country? 
Obviously they don't. 

Perhaps AIKEN bas been led to believe that 
Eisenhower was promising what he, as Presi
dent, is now attempting to force through 
Con gress when he spoke a t Kasson, Brook
ings, and Fargo in 1952. If so, he should 
s tudy the record we h ave presented. He 
should take the word of his associates who 
campaigned for the President in this part of 
the country. They will tell him that Ike did 
not promise the Aiken program to the North
west in 1952. He promised "full parity, with 
a guaranty in the price supports of 90 per
cent." 

Truly honest men will admit their errors. 
Will Mr. AIKEN? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there is no further morning business, the 
Chair lays before the Senate the un
finished business. · 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, Senate 
bill 3690 and its companion bill in the 
House represent the first major revision 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946-the 
so-called McMahon Act. As such, these 
bills, if written into law, cannot help but 
have a major influence upon the future 
of our atomic energy program, and 
thereby on the future of our Nation and 
the world. 

In urging the passage of this measure, 
I do so because I have a deep and solemn 
conviction that it win increase the con
tributions which atomic energy can make 
to the security and well-being of the 
United States and of the free world. 

The Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, which was charged with the 
responsibility of considering this bill, 
gave it the most scrupulous kind of study. 
During the present session of the Con
gress, the committee has held more than 
70 meetings, both in executive and public 
session, devoted specifically to the ques
tion of amending the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1946. Witnesses from every phase of 
our society were heard. Many hours 
were devoted in refining the manifold 
provisions of the bill. In short, no 
charge can be made that this bill is the 
product of hasty action. 

I would be the last to claim that the 
bill now before the Senate is a perfect 
legislative answer to the ever-changing 
problems of atomic energy, and surely I 
would be completely sw·prised if every 

Member of this body found himself in 
agreement with every last word and 
phrase of the bill which has been com
mended for your approval. 

In fact, I myself have been constrained 
to enter a dissenting point of view con
cerning one of the legislative recom
mendations contained in this bill, and 
others on the joint committee have also 
filed their individual views. Yet, the 
fact that the members of the joint com
mittee have come into accord on the 
broad features of this proposed legisla
tion is, in my opinion, its greatest compli
ment. 

Throughout the entire deliberations on 
this bill, the members of the joint com
mittee have demonstrated an exemplary 
spirit of nonpartisanship-the kind of 
nonpartisanship for which the commit
tee has striven from its very outset. 

The fact, however, that the Senate now 
has before it a major revision of the Mc
Mahon Act should in no sense be taken as 
reflecting on the wisdom of our original 
law. Indeed, the Nation owes the late 
Senator Brien McMahon, one of the 
greatest statesmen of our time, and 
sponsor of the organic legislation, a debt 
of gratitude which it can never fully re
pay. The legislation which bears his 
name was superbly adapt ed to meet the 
problems of atomic energy which existed 
at the time when it was written into law, 
in 1946. That law, however, was written 
at the very beginning of the atomic age
at a time when it was simply impossible 
to predict with complete accuracy the 
subsequent nature of atomic progress, 
both here and abroad, or the rate at 
which that progress would take place. It 
was, therefore, right and prudent that 
the basic law should point out in its 
findings and declaration that any legis
lation will necessarily be subject to revi
sion from time to time. 

Eight years ago, our Nadon was the 
sole possessor of atomic weapons. To
day, both the British and the Soviet 
Union have mastered the art of produc
ing fission weapons-so-called ordinary 
atomic bombs; and the Soviets have also 
achieved a thermonuclear explosion. 
When the original law was written, 
atomic bombs were conceived of as ex
clusively strategic weapons. Today, we 
know that atomic bombs can been used 
tactically, in conjunction with the opera
tions of ground forces. 

In fact, today the defense planning of 
the NATO alliance relies heavily on off
setting the numerical superiority of the 
Red Army through the tactical weapons 
now found in our national atomic stock
pile. 

Eight years ago, the prospect of useful 
atomic power-power which would be 
used in lighting cities and turning the 
wheels of factories-appeared far in the 
future. There arpeared little need for 
supplementing the atomic power devel
opment program of the Commission and 
its contractors with the resources, man
power, and moneys of private enterprise. 
Today, however, the goal of useful 
atomic power is in sight; in all probabil
ity, it will be a reality within the next 
decade. We are now at the point where 
we can speed up the tempo of peacetime 
power development by enlisting the help 
of private industry. 

In 1946, we knew of only two nations, 
besides ourselves, which had large-scale 
atomic-energy programs-Britain and 
Canada. Not until the first atomic ex
plosion of 1949 did we truly appreciate 
the priority which the Kremlin had as
signed to atomic energy and the early 
date at which the Soviet program got 
underway. Today, almost two dozen na
tions are vigorously working in the field 
of atomic energy. 

In view of the situation confronting 
our lawmakers in 1946, it was only pru
dent to make our atomic-energy program 
a governmental monopoly, and to subject 
the control and dissemination of classi
fied atomic information to the strictest 
possible safeguards. Moreover, prudence 
still requires that we tread warily in re
laxing the provisions of the originalla w. 

The evolution of atomic progress over 
the last 8 years clearly does not mean, in 
my opinion, that we should now abandon 
our controls over sensitive atomic data, 
or be indiscriminant in the exchange of 
atomic data or materials with other na
tions, or permit private participation in 
atomic development without close gov
ernmental supervision. But to my way 
of thinking, also, changing perspectives 
in atomic energy now suggest that the 
time has come to revise our original law, 
wherever the practical experience of al
most a decade has shown that revision 
would speed desirable developments, both 
on the peacetime and military sides. 

The members of the joint committee 
have not been alone in believing that a 
revision of the organic law is now desir
able. Earlier in this session, the Presi
dent submitted to the Congress a series of 
recommendations for amending the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946. Toward the 
objective of strengthening the defense 
and economy of the United States and 
the free world, the President proposed 
amendments which would permit in
creased cooperation with our allies in 
peacetime and military uses of atomic 
energy, improved procedures for control
ling atomic-energy information, and the 
encouragement of increased private par
ticipation in the development of peace
time atomic power here in the United 
States. 

The bill which now is before this body 
would permit realization of the three 
objectives outlined in the President's 
message of February 17 to the Congress. 
The bill, however, does more than this. 
It revises the original law in all areas in 
which 8 years of working and living with 
the McMahon Act have made the mem
bers of the joint committee conclude that 
revisions would now be desirable. 

At this point, let me make one fact 
plain: Frequently, this measure has been 
described as an atomic power bill. It 
has been suggested that the passage or 
rejection of this bill by the Congress will 
determine whether useful atomic pow
er-which is not here today, but which 
will be here some day-will be generated 
by private utilities or by public-power 
corporations. In this manner, it has 
been argued that the fate of this legisla
tion would have a profound bearing on 
the issue of public power versus private 
power. I respect the sincerity of those 
who read the legislation in this fashion. 
However, I must observe in all honesty 
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that I believe they misinterpret both 
the intention and the practical conse
quence of this bill. 

In saying this, I speak as one who be
lieves that the Tennessee Valley Author
ity, the Rural Electrification Adminis
tration, and the great public-power proj
ects in the Pacific Northwest have con
tributed enormously to the economic 
well-being of our Nation. If I believed 
for one moment that the legislation now 
before the Senate would in any way shut 
the door on allowing public-power cor
porations to assume their rightful role 
in bringing to the American people the 
future benefits of peacetime atomic 
power, I would at this very moment be 
resisting this bill with all the power at 
my command. 

The truth of the matter, however, is 
that this legislation does not prejudge 
the question of whether atomic power 
some day will be generated primarily by 
privately owned utilities or by public
power corporations. It does not pre
judge this question for a simple rea
son: Useful atomic power, as a com
mercially attractive proposition, is not 
here today, nor will it be a reality for 
another 5 or 10 years. The problem of 
the here and now is not putting down 
the ground rules for an atomic power 
industry. The problem we face today 
is not that of deciding who will play the 
primary role in generating and distrib
uting atomic power. Several years from 
now, we will no doubt face the problem 
of setting forth an atomic power policy 
for our Nation-and it will not be a sim
ple problem to decide. 

As of 1954, however, the Congress is 
not confronted with this problem. As of 
this year, the problem faced by the Con
gress is entirely different. It is a prob
lem of devising ways and means of en
couraging an attack on the scientific 
and engineering problems which must 
be solved before power from the atom 
can be competitive with electricity se
cured from conventional fuels. 

Our problem today consists of decid
ing what type of legislation will bring 
about the most efficient, and the most 
rapid, technological progress over the 
next several years-so that economic 
atomic power will become a reality as 
soon as possible. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Rhode Island yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. The able Senator is mak

ing a very challenging and provocative 
address. I find very interesting his 
statement that the bill does not attempt 
in any way to prejudge those problems 
which he says are not now present, but 
will arise in the future. Some people 
have thought--! confess I have been one 
of them-that we should write in pref
erences now. I appreciate the attention 
the Senator has given to this subject. 
I judge from his remarks that he thinks 
it is not necessary to do so now. Does 
he think it would be inadvisable to do so 
now? 

Mr. PASTORE. The best way to an
swer the question of the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee is this: We must 
look at the problem in its entirety. 
Under the bill there are two distinct 
phases of licensing procedure. Private 

industry cannot einbark upon this ven
ture until the time comes to apply for a 
license. One section of the bill provides 
for research and development. That 
will be the first phase. We must de
termine whether or not this venture is 
to be of practicable use before we reach 
the second phase, which has to do with 
the licensing of certain private concerns 
in the building of reactors once the prac
ticability has been established. 

Therefore the Senator will see that 
we are a long way from deciding who is 
to distribute this power once we make 
it competitive with the power which is 
being generated by conventional fuels. 
Therefore, all we are concerned with at 
the present time is not who is to get the 
power but, Are we to have this power? 
Unless we take the first step, we shall 
never get to the second step. The tone 
of my speech is that we had better take 
the first step promptly unless we expect 
to lose the race to the Soviet Union. 

Only a short while ago-and I point 
it out because I think it is most impor
tant--we read in the press a release from 
London to the effect that the Soviet 
Union has already built a reactor to pro
duce 5,000 kilowatts. Does the Senator 
realize what this will mean in our re
lationships with the other peoples of the 
world, if Soviet Russia can go to those 
people before we do and say to them, 
"You have not the oil; you have not the 
coal; you have not the hydroelectric re
sources to generate the power you need 
so desperately to raise the standard of 
living of your people. We will give it 
to you. What is that capitalistic na
tion across the ocean doing for you? 
We will give you the power." 

That is how important it is. This 
plan dwarfs the Marshall plan. It 
dwarfs the point 4 program. It is the 
only living challenge this country has 
today to prove to the world that we 
are magnanimous, and that we are 
willing to help the downtrodden people 
of the world. It would be the greatest 
boon to our foreign policy ever imagined 
by the American people. 

Does that answer the Senator's ques
tion? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I find the Senator's an

swer eloquent, forceful, and persuasive. 
I agree with him in his estimate of the 
importance of this development. I be
lieve he has at least tentatively con
vinced me that it may not be necessary 
to write into the act a preference clause, 
though I should like to explore that 
question further. 

I should like to know the Senator's 
opinion as to the advisability or inad
visability of doing so. Specifically, 
would writing into this bill the prefer
ences which permeate the power policy 
and power laws of the Federal Govern- . 
ment in anyway hinder the first step 
which the Senator says is so necessary? 
I agree with the Senator's estimate of 
the necessity and importance of the 
first steo. 

Mr. PASTORE. Let me answer the 
Senator's question in this way. First of 
all, I do not believe that kind of pro
vision would have the effectiveness the 

·-
Senator imagines it would. Personally, 
I would not be opposed to it. However, 
let me say that I think it would be rather 
innocuous. We debated it to and fro 
in committee. Some Members thought 
it would be a safeguard which would 
spell out and further the policy, already 
inaugurated by Congress and the Gov
ernment as a whole, that certain phases 
of our economy, because of their very 
nature, should receive certain prefer
ences. If we were to write such a pro
vision into law, while I believe it would 
have no real effect, on the other hand, 
I do not believe it would disturb the 
act to any considerable extent. There
fore, I have reached the conclusion that 
if it is to be an element which might 
drive certain Senators away from this 
proposed legislation, I would be willing 
to compromise on that point in order 
to save the body of the entire bill. If 
we fail with respect to the body of the 
bill, I am afraid we will have failed 
in one of the greatest responsibilities of 
our time. As I have said before we 
undertake this program, we must go 
through the research and development 
stage. 

Of course, some persons envision a 
stampede. That will not happen. First 
of all, when we speak about this pro
gram, we are speaking in terms of bil
lions of dollars. There will not be too 
many people, who must answer to their 
stockholders, who can get into this field 
by investing large sums of money in the 
beginning, because it is only a research 
program, without their running the risk 
that if it is a losing fight they will lose 
the money and they will have to answer 
to their stockholders, because the rates 
to their customers will have to go up. 
Have I made myself clear? 

In other words, there will be no stam
pede. Some people seem to be running 
away with the idea that everyone in the 
United States will be knocking at our 
door to participate in the program. It 
will be an expensive program. It is not 
possible to produce, in the beginning, 
atomic energy for power, at a guess, for 
less than five times what it costs to pro
duce electricity from conventional fuels. 
Until it is possible to get to the refine
ment where production is brought down 
to a competitive level, a great deal of 
money will have to be invested. It is my 
opinion that a great many people will 
want to stand by and wait and see some
one else do it before they participate in 
the program. Everybody likes a sure 
thing. By no means is this a sure thing. 

When I say a sure thing, I mean in 
terms of time. The time will come when 
we will be able to get atomic energy from 
the atom on a competitive basis with 
electricity being produced from conven
tional fuels. However, it will not be 
tomorrow. It will not be next year. It 
may not be for 5 years. The best esti
mate I have been able to gather fnom 
those who have testified before our com
mittee-and by no means were they cer
tain, and gave only a speculation-is at 
least a dozen years. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I was very much 

interested in the statement made by the 
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distinguished Senator from Rhode Island by far this measure would outweigh any
relative to the announcement in the press thing we have considered or done in the 
a few weeks ago that the Soviet Union Senate this year. 
had built a 5,000-kilowatt reactor plant. Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Is it safe to assume that that is a correct Senator yield? 
statement? Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator in- Mr. GORE. I concur completely in 
quire whether we may assume it is a the Senator's statement. 
correct statement? If the Senator will yield for that pur-

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. pose, I shall suggest the absence of a 
Mr. PASTORE. We have every rea- quorum, and insist upon a live quorum 

son to believe it is a correct statement. before the Senator proceeds. 
As a matter of fact, we have no evidence Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
to prove that it is not a correct state- sent that the Senator from Rhode Is-
merit. land may yield so that I may suggest the 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Very well. absence of a quorum, without his losing 
Mr. PASTORE. Until such evidence his right to the floor. 

is forthcoming, we must assume that it Mr. PASTORE. I yield for that pur-
is correct. Let me add the reason why pose, provided I do not lose the floor. 
I say that. If it is true that the Soviet Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I suggest 
Union has the answer to the atomic the absence of a quorum. 
bomb-and we know it has-and if it is The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
true that it has had a thermonuclear ex- REYNOLDS in the chair). Is there ob
plosion-and we know it has-then by jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
what stretch of the imagination can we Secretary will call the roll. 
assume that they have not ventured into The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the field of producing atomic energy for the roll. 
industrial purposes? Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is unanimous consent that the order for 
anticipating my thought. the quorum call be rescinded. 

The point I wanted to make is this: It The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
would be a false assumption on the part objection, it is so ordered. 
of the American people to think that Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Soviet Union does not have scientists the Senator from Rhode Island yield? 
who are capable of keeping pace with us Mr. PASTORE. Without losing my 
in the atomic, hydrogen, and other right to the floor, I yield. 
thermonuclear fields, and perhaps, in Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
certain aspects is not ahead of us in such have been very much interested in the 
development. Is that correct? measure which is before the Senate, 

Mr. PASTORE. That is a possibility. and I am interested in the debate and 
As an American I do not want to con- discussion by the distinguished Senator 
cede it, and I hope I shall not have to from Rhode Island who is now holding 
concede it. However, I wish to say to the floor. I know the Senator regrets 
the distinguished Senator from Mon- that at this early hour in the morning 
tana that unless we get underway with this Chamber is not filled, and I, too, 
this proposed legislation, precisely what regret it, but I am sure the Senator will 
the Senator has suggested is very apt to agree, in view of the fact that many 
happen, if it has not already happened. Members of the Senate who are absent 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish to say fur- are not privileged to serve on this most 
ther to the Senator from Rhode Island important committee of which the Sena
that the possible use of the Russian re- tor is a member, that they place reliance. 
actor plant and its future development on the judgment and good faith of Sena
in winning the minds and hearts of the tors who serve on the committee. Many 
people living in underdeveloped areas of Members who are absent from the Sen
the world, especially in those areas where ate, are on other committees or are in 
the people do not have access to hydro- conferences. I am sure the Senator ap
electric development for industrial and preciates that fact and does not mean, 
security purposes, is a very important by the statement which he made a while 
factor. I certainly hope that in that ago, that there is not a corporal's guard 
particular line of endeavor we will do present, to indicate a complete lack of 
everything we possibly can to seek the interest. It is unfortunate that there 
same objective and to use it for the pur- are not more Senators present. I ask 
pose for which the Senator from Rhode the Senator if it is not true that many 
Island has so succinctly pointed out. Senators are necessarily generally en-

Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Senator gaged in other activities, but they have 
from Montana. I appreciate his con- trust and confidence in Senators who are 
tribution to this discussion. It is a very serving on the important committee 
important matter, and nothing during which reported this bill, one of whom 
this session that will come before us will is the Senator from Rhode Island? 
weigh heavier on what our destinies may Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is cor
be than the measure we are discussing rect. All I am trying to do is to empha
today. It is almost a crying shame that · size in the best way I can the importance 
while we are discussing this bill only a of the measure which is before the Sen
corporal's guard of Senators are in the ate today. I know there are many justi
Chamber. It is true that most Senators fiable reasons which compel a Senator 
will read in the RECORD what we say, but to be absent from his seat. The only 
I dare say that we could take every piece point I desire to make, and I make it 
of legislation we have discussed in the as emphatically as I can, is that no 
Senate since January and put it into one measure has come before the Senate 
basket, and take this proposed legisla- which is more important than is the 
tion and put it into another basket, and pending bilL 

To continue, Mr. President, the ques
tion we face today is this: How shall we 
develop atomic power most expeditious
ly? By having the Atomic Energy Com
mission and its contractors made solely 
responsible for this task, as they are to
day? Or, on the other hand, will we now 
achieve greater progress if our govern
mental development effort is supple
mented by efforts on the part of private 
industry, using private funds? 

I would be the first to express my 
admiration for the job the Atomic En
ergy Commission and its contractors 
have already done in the field of power 
reactors. Of necessity, however, the 
Commission has been forced to give top 
priority to military applications of the 
atom. The day when we can let up in 
the military field is not yet in sight. As 
a result, the resources of the Atomic En
ergy Commission-resources measured 
not only in money but, more important, 
in manpower and skills-are now sim
ply inadequate, standing by themselves, 
to press the development of peacetime 
power with the priority it deserves. 

If we are now to explore every fruitful 
approach to cheap atomic power, we 
must have a team effort-an effort in
volving both governmental and private 
work on atomic development. This leg
islation would not end our governmental 
efforts in this respect. It would simply 
supplement this effort with such help as 
can be garnered from the skills, the 
know-how, and the competitive drives 
of private industry. 

It has been argued-with complete 
sincerity, I am sure-that permitting pri
vate participation in atomic-power de
velopment, along the lines envisaged in 
this bill, might pave the way for an 
"atomic giveaway." It has been sug
gested that, if the bill becomes law, pri
vate enterprise might be able to capital
ize unfairly on the $12 billion investment 
which the American people have so far 
made in atomic energy. Were this the 
case, I would now find myself compelled 
to urge the Senate to reject the proposed 
legislation. 

The complete facts, however, are quite 
otherwise. S. 3690 does not invite pri
vate industry to share in the develop
ment of atomic power in return for wind
fall profits. Instead, it invites private 
industry to assume a share of the re
sponsibility for atomic-power develop
ment during a period when the chances 
for large profits are·small---during ape
riod when risks are great, a period in 
which modest returns, or no returns at 
all, on money invested constitute the 
most likely prospect. 

It is true that our national atomic 
enterprise represents a $12 billion public 
investment. However, by far the largest 
portion of this money has gone toward 
construction of plants producing atomic 
weapons and weapons material. Far less 
than $1 billion has been spent, or is now 
authorized, for projects related to atom
ic-power development. In addition, it 
appears that we will have to spend at 
least another billion dollars for research 
and development purposes before we can 
achieve reactors capable of competing 
widely with conventionally derived elec
tricity. 
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I wish to dissociate 

myself from those who have made the 
extravagant charges to which the able 
Senator from Rhode Island has referred. 
I wonder if certain vested interests in 
the development would not follow. I 
wonder whether the Senator thinks that 
research development would in any way 
be impaired, and whether the develop
ment of peacetime uses of atomic energy 
would in any way be impeded, if certain 
safeguards in the public interest should 
be written into the bill. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from 
Tennessee has hit upon the crux of the 
whole problem. It is necessary to have 
proper safeguards in the bill in order 
to avoid monopoly, in order to avoid a 
violation of the antitrust laws; in order 
to avoid the possibility of exclusiveness 
on the part of a few. I shall cover that 
point in my speech as I proceed. 

I rejoiced in being able to make this 
analogy: This is no more a giveaway on 
the part of the Government to private 
industry than there was a giveaway on 
the part of Benjamin Franklin to 
Thomas Edison. Benjamin Franklin, 
in 1752, discovered the relationship be
tween lightning and electricity. But 
not until 1879 did Thomas Edison put 
electricity into a glass bottle and say to 
mankind, "Now you have light.'' That is 
the challenge of our day. There is 
a long road to travel between the start 
oi the program under the bill and the 
day when a uranium slug can be put 
into a machine and it can be said "Now 
we have power as cheap as it can be made 
with coal or with oil." 

Have I answered the Senator's ques
tion? 

Mr. GORE. The able Senator from 
Rhode Island has provided eloquent and 
provocative answers to the several ques
tions I have propounded to him. I wish 
to submit one further question, if I may. 
Will the Senator yield for that purpose? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I agree with the answers 

which the Senator has given, but the 
answers have not yet removed from my 
mind the question whether it is neces
sary or is not necessary, whether it is 
advisable or inadvisable, to place cer
tain additional safeguards in the bill for 
the public interest, and to have public 
bodies recognize, as the able Senator has 
pointed out, that though the major part 
of our expenditures in the atomic field 
have not been upon peacetime develop
ments, yet a very large sum has been 
expended, and larger sums of public 
money will be expended, upon basic re
search and upon development and pro
motion. 

It seems to me that the atom, with 
the uses of the atom which have been 
developed almost entirely by public 
funds, is as much a resource owned by all 
the people of the country as is the power 
of the ftowing streams. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from 
Tennessee is · precisely correct. I do not 
question the fact that the $12 billion in
vested by the people of the United States 
in the revelation of the power of the 
atom is public property, belonging to 

every single taxpayer of this great Na
tion. I do not dispute that for one 
moment. I do not dispute the fact that 
the Government itself, for a long time 
to come, will have to remain in this 
field. That is a good position. I do not 
even dispute the fact that it is necessary 
to have proper safeguards. I think they 
have been provided in the proposed leg
islation. 

But, as I have already said, this is a 
voluminous measure. It deals with a 
very complex, intricate, and delicate 
problem. If it needs further refinement, 
this is the place to do it. But to hang 
onto a weak spot, to destroy the whole 
virtue of the Atomic Energy Act, would 
be, to me, foolish and disastrous, so far 
as the future destiny of this great Nation 
is concerned. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. It does not appear that 

there is any wide gulf between the views 
of the junior Senator from Rhode Island 
and those of the junior Senator from 
Tennessee. We seem to be seeing the 
matter on a rather parallel basis. But 
there is yet one element of question in 
my mind, and it is this, if I may state it 
perhaps somewhat awkwardly: Over a 
period of years of development, there 
comes to be a know-how, which I think 
the industries who make their own ex
penditures are entitled to have. But it 
should be remembered also that, basic
ally, private industry will be using are
source owned and developed by the peo
ple of the United States. I would not 
deny to private industry the opportunity 
to share in this development; but neither 
would I deny to the United States of 
America, to the people of America, the 
opportunity of utilizing the benefits of 
the skills, the devotion, and the energy 
of private industry. I do not wish in 
any way to exclude; I wish to encourage. 
I join with the Senator from Rhode Is
land in that view. 

But, realizing the value of the first 
start, the value of the initiative and the 
vested interests which develop from such 
research, I wonder if more safeguards 
should not be thrown around this natural 
resource for the benefit of those who 
d·o not have vast funds or research or
ganizations, as we enter upon the thresh
hold of the unknown and glorious future. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from 
Tennessee is precisely correct. Let me 
remind him that it would be foolish for 
us to assume that in the beginning small 
corporations could get into the research 
and development field, because it is a 
highly expensive field. True enough, 
now that the Federal Government will 
have opened the door to all to participate 
in the program, legislation now proposed 
shall be enacted into law, we must be 
very careful not to allow a handful of 
people who have been in the program 
from the beginning to use the liberty, 
the privilege, and the opportunity af
forded them as a license to shut out all 
others from participating in the pro
gram through the medium of exclusive
ness. I think the provisions of the bill 
take care of that particular premise. In 
that respect, possibly the bill does not 
go as far as I should like to have it go, 

but we have heard from many. We have 
heard from all phases of our society, 
from persons who understand the prob
lem. Many of them thought we should 
not go as far as we have gone, because 
we might destroy initiative on the part 
of those who had the possibility of par
ticipating. But that has not happened. 
The program as we have submitted it to 
the Senate, in my humble opinion, is a 
reasonable one. It embraces adequate 
safeguards. It promotes the equality of 
opportunity for participation in the pro
gram. Adequate safeguards are provid
ed as against antitrust proceedings and 
monopoly proceedings. I think there has 
been made adequate provision for the 
protection even of patent and licensing 
rights. I think all those safeguards are 
contained in the bill. 

Now, if in the good judgment of this 
legislative body it is felt those s:.1fe
guards should be strengthened, I think 
there will be found a friendly ear on the 
part of many of the members of the 
joint committee, especially the Senator 
from Rhode Island. I agree with every
thing the Senator from Tennessee has 
said to the effect that there would not be 
the opportunity which exists today if the 
American people had not invested $12 
billion in the project in the beginning. 
But let us not fool ourselves. The proj
ect we are talking about is not like a.ny
thing that has ·preceded it; it is a com
pletely new field. It has its fundamental 
basis and premise in the work the Gov
ernment has already done, but the field 
which is before us has to be explored 
completely. We must consider some of 
the problems being presented, or we may 
find ourselves taking a risk, which I may 
summarize. 

Let us assume for a moment that the 
$12 billion which was invested by the 
people of the United States belongs to 
the people, that we should not turn the 
development over to private enterprise 
at this time, that the United States Gov
ernment should remain in the field. So 
next year the $12 billion becomes $13 
billion. In 1956 the $13 billion becomes 
$14 billion. In 1957 the $14 billion be
comes $15 billion. In the meantime we 
will be producing reactors. Are we going 
to give the investment away when it has 
become $16 billion, or allow individuals 
and firms to come into the field when the 
investment is only $12 billion? That is 
the question before the American people. 
Is the American Government going to 
maintain a monopoly in this field for
ever? When is private industry going to 
come into the field? Are we to permit 
that now, when the investment of the 
people is $12 billion, or will we do it 
when the field is old, and when many 
more billions of dollars of investment 
have been made by the American tax
payers? Should the enterprise then be 
given away? It is an unfortunate choice 
which we have to make. Are we to fol
low the argument of those who say that 
here is a $12 billion investment, that it 
belongs to the American people, and we 
cannot give it away? But unless we 
assume the American Government is go
ing to be engaged in the monopoly for
ever, the time to make the decision will 
have to come, and I say the time is now, 
July 15, 1954. 
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I concur in the able Sen
ator's statement that now is the time to 
act. I do not concede, however, that we 
are giving away anything. I understood 
we propose to enact legislation which 
would authorize the Atomic Energy 
Commission to license and control the 
use of this resource which belongs to the 
American people. I believe the Senator 
from Rhode Island will agree that is 
correct. · 

Mr. PASTORE. That is precisely in 
the bill. 

Mr. GORE. I am heartened by the 
assurance the Senator gives. In fact, I 
am always heartened when I find I am 
on the same side of a question with the 
Senator from Rhode Island, because I 
have great faith in and respect for his 
judgment. I am heartened by his assur
ance that small business in the United 
States is given adequate protection in 
the proposed legislation-small business 
of the country which does n-ot have the 
resources necessary to engage in atomic 
power research, which does not have the 
financial capacity to build up a vested 
interest in the use of our nuclear nat
ural resources. I am not sure the safe
guards are sufficient in that regard, but 
if the Senator from Rhode Island thinks 
they are, that impels me to look again. 

I should like to have the Senator from 
Rhode Island go one step further and 
indicate to the Senate whether he thinks 
the safeguards are sufficient to insure 
that the municipal power systems, the 
rural electric cooperative systems, and 
the public power systems, will likewise 
have the benefits of the future develop
ment of the power to be generated from 
this source. 

Mr. PASTORE. I cannot quote the 
law verbatim, and must rely on my rec
ollection, but the law specifically pro
vides that the field of power develop
ment is open to private and public enter
prise. In other words, it does not pre
clude municipalities which are manu
facturing electricity. It does not pre
clude :t:ublic power projects. It does not 
preclude anyone. It opens the door to 
all on an equal basis and says, "Come 
and get it. Qualify under the standards 
of this legislation. Give a certification 
which will afiord ·to the Nation proper 
protection. If you do all that, then we 
will license you to get into the field!' No 
one is precluded. 

Mr. GORE. I am not sure that leav
ing the door open to an is adequate pro
tection when the steps to the door are so 
high and so difficult to negotiate that 
only a few can climb to the doorway. 
Proper safeguards may not be provided. 
Here is a resource owned by all the 
people. Small private and public insti
tutions and bodies should have more 
protection than merely that of keeping 
the door open. 

Mr. PASTORE. The only phase of 
the argument made by the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee with which I 
disagree is that the restriction, if there 
is any, is not found in the restrictive 
features of the bill. The only restriction 
is with regard to the choice of the indi-

vidual who has to make the choice. In 
other words, if a company feels that it 
does not have the money to invest in 
order to participate in the program, 
there is nothing we can do about it. We 
cannot take it by the nape of the neck 
and make it enter this field. But we 
have not placed any roadblocks in the 
bill. We have simplified the procedure 
as best we can. We ·have not shown 
preferences. 

On the other hand, there are no preju
dices; there are no discriminations; all 
can participate. The choice will have to 
be made by t h e person who expects to 
participate. The only restrictions are 
imposed by himself; the restrictions are 
not in the law. The law encourages 
participation, but whether or not a per
son will yield to the encouragement and 
accept the invitation will depend upon 
his own resources and his own willing
ness to take part in the program. Do I 
make myself plain? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Rhode 
Island yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I have 
been interested in the statement being 
made by the Senator from Rhode Island. 
Like the Senator from Tennessee, I have 
the utmost confidence in him. I always 
feel safer, too, when I am on his side. 

In reporting the bill, the Senator from 
Rhode Island will recall that, as one of 
the members of the joint committee, I 
held reservations on the power problem. 
My reservations deal specifically and im
plicitly with the points raised in the ques
tions which the Senator from Tennessee 
has asked. We know that a county or 
a city might build a plant in competition 
with private enterprise, but is there any 
reservation in the authority which is 
given to private power companies that 
they shall in any way or in any degree 
give any preference to municipalities, 
REA's, and other public users of power 
in the purchase of power from them 
when they construct a plant? 

Mr. PASTORE. No; in the bill it is 
not reduced to specific terms, for the 
reason that in the bill what we are deal
ing with primarly is the fuel by means of 
which we expect to have heat generated, 
with the heat to be used to turn the tur
bines and the generators. Therefore, in
sofar as the distribution element is con
cerned, that is already covered in the law 
and is already controlled. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In what 
way? 

Mr. PASTORE. Under existing law. 
If under existing law a preference is to 
be given-for instance, if the power is to 
be given first to the REA's or to munici
palities-the bill does not make any 
change. In this case we are dealing with 
the fuel to generate the power, but once 
the power is generated, the present pol
icy of the United States Government will 
still apply. In this respect, the bill is 
dealing with the heat to turn the gener
ators which will be used to make the 
electricity. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Rhode 
Island yield further to me? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In the 
field of reclamation, we talk about hy
draulic power, and in the reclamation 
laws we have a reservation which gives 
preference to public utilities, communi
ties, and REA's, in connection with ob
taining power. 

But by means of this measure we pro
pose to turn over to private power com
panies the right and opportunity to build 
powerplants, and the bill does not con
tain a reservation of any sort regarding 
service to the communities or the REA's 
or any other public users of power. 

Mr. PASTORE. Let me say to the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado 
that 1f I thought for a moment that the 
fear he now entertains might result in 
causing him to vote against the bill, it 
would be easy for me to yield by way of 
compromise, and I would be perfectly 
willing to have such a provision written 
into the bill. However, I have been 
pointing out that I do not think the 
matter is as important as the distin
guished Senator from Colorado regards 
it, because we are talking about research 
and development and the perfection of a 
reactor to the point that, one day, 
atomic energy can be used as a fuel, to 
compete with conventional fuels. 

If the Senator from Colorado feels 
that such an added protection can prop
erly be included in the bill, and if he 
believes that such a change will better 
carry out the spirit of the law already 
enacted by Congress, I shall not object; 
and I feel that the other members of 
the committee will yield on that point, 
because-speaking for myself-! think 
no harm would be done by making such 
an addition to the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I feel 
that such a reservation should be in
cluded somewhere in the bill, so as to 
protect the public users of power. I do 
not know how the provision can be writ
ten, but I retained a reservation on that 
point in · connection with reporting the 
bill. I admit that I have not done my 
full duty by way of ofiering a provision 
designed to accomplish what I am dis
cussing. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is precisely the 
point. We talked about it in the com
mittee; but it was hard to write such a 
provision, for the simple reason that the 
matter was not related to us in the way 
that the Senator from Colorado has pre-
sented it today. · 

Of course, what we are interested in is 
getting into the research and develop
ment stage, in order to permit licens
ing for the building of reactors. Let me 
point out that there are two stages. 
First of all, we must ·get into research 
and development, which is a new field. 
That work has to be done in order to 
establish the practicability of the use of 
atomic energy for the generation of 
power. That is the first stage. Once 
that is done, licenses to build reactors 
must be issued. 

If the Senator from Colorado feels the 
bill should contain a provision that, 
everything else being equal, the issuance 
of licenses for the construction of reac
tors, should they become limited-be
cause that is the only point about which 
we might have a fear-should be on a 
basis of giving a preference to the sec-
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tions of the country that are subject to 
the situation which has been explained 
by the Senator from Colorado, so that 
they would have a preference over other 
sections of the country, then I shall be 
willing to agree that he has made a rea
sonable suggestion, because we have al
ready written into the law a preference 
to the effect that, where everything else 
is equal, the Commission, in the granting 
of the licenses, shall give consideration 
to the areas of the country where the 
costs of electric power are high. 

Do I make myself clear? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; the 

Senator from Rhode Island makes him
self very clear. But I still have a feeling 
that there should be somewhere in the 
bill a preference reservation, by means 
of which the Commission perhaps should 
be directed to see to it that communities 
and organizations such as REA's are not 
foreclosed, but are given preference. I 
think the bill might ·be amended by 
means of providing a direction to the 
Commission on that point. 

I must admit that I am not certain 
how such a provision should be worded; 
but I feel very strongly that such a di
rection should be given. 

Mr. PASTORE. In reply, Mr. Presi
dent, let me say that the Senator from 
Colorado has a valid point, that has 
been raised before; he is not alone in 
that point of view, for there are many 
others who have argued in the way he 
has. The committee went all over that 
subject, and finally decided that the 
question was not so important as the 
Senator from Colorado regards it. 

However, if the Senator from Colorado 
feels that the law should be amended 
in that respect, I state again that, al
though I see no great advantage to be 
gained by the inclusion of such a provi
sion in this bill, I still see no harm in 
placing it in the bill. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me 
say that if passage of the bill depends 
on the inclusion of such a provision, I 
would concede on that point. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Rhode Island yield 
to me? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator 

from Rhode Island please turn to page 
15 of the report which is now before us? 
I invite his attention to the last sen
tence before chapter 6, at the top of 
the page--which, for the sake of the 
RECORD, I shall now read, beginning in 
line 4: 

This section will permit the Commission 
to dispose of that utilizable energy it pro
duces in the course of its own operations, 
but does not permit the Commission to enter 
the power-producing business without fur
ther congressional authorization to con
struct or operate such commercial facilities. 

I presume that sentence refers to. 
uranium and plutonium. As I under
stand from the report and from the text 
of the ·bill, under the present act the 
Commission has the power to produce 
uranium and plutonium and then tore
lease them to private users. However, 
this measure does not give the Commis
sion the power to use uranium and plu-

tonium itself, for the direct production 
of power. 

Does the Senator from Rhode Island 
think that is a wise limitation; or does 
he believe that in the bill specific au
thorization should be granted for the 
Commission to produce uranium and plu
tonium-recognizing always that Con
gress, through its power to appropriate, 
will be able to control the degree to which 
the Commission actually produces them? 

In other words, why should not the 
bill contain such an authorization, but 
also provide control, through the appro
priative process, over the degree to which 
the Commission may exercise the power? 

I am very frank to say that I do not 
want to see the Government develop all 
the power which could be generated from 
uranium and plutonium. I should like 
to see the major portion of such power 
developed by private industry, but I 
would not want at this time to foreclose 
the Government from the authority to 
generate power from uranium and plu
tonium. 

Mr. PASTORE. Let me say to the dis
tinguished Senator, first, that the sen
tence which he has read has no bearing 
on our continuation of the TVA. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I recognize that. 
This is a basic and fundamental question, 
which has nothing to do with TVA. 

Mr. PASTORE. I cannot answer the 
Senator in two words. If he will allow 
me an opportunity to answer--

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have never said that 
it did refer to TVA. 

Mr. PASTORE. First, all title to such 
material, because of its special nature, 
must remain in the Government. Cer
tain private industries which come in 
under the licensing phase of the act will 
be permitted to use the materials for a 
fee, except, perhaps, in the case of medi
cal research, in which possibly the use 
will be free. Also, in the case of a uni
versity, there might be no fee. That 
would be discretionary with the Commis
sion. This is a limitation not on the 
United States Government but on the 
Commission. I think the Senator will 
agree with me that we do not want any
thing in the act to be construed as mean
ing that we are putting the Commission 
itself into the electric-light business or 
the power-generating business. If we 
had not put this provision into the bill 
we would not have had the debate on 
the Dixon-Yates contract which took 
place yesterday. We are trying to avoid 
that. We are trying to keep the Federal 
Government out of the power-producing 
business. 

In certain localities where current is 
sold under the supervision of State 
agencies, we want to continue such su
pervision by those agencies, but we ad
mit that in the manufacture of this 
special material certain electric power 
may be generated in Commission estab
lishments. We say that it may sell such 
power, but we do not desire to create the 
impression that we want to put the Com
mission into the business of manufac
ting power. If we ever come to the time 
when it may be desirable to allow the 
United States Government to build a 
plant to generate current, that question, 
of course, will have to be decided by 
Congress. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator 

from Rhode Island answer this further 
question: Is it not true that the capital 
which will be required to utilize these 
materials in order to develop power will 
be so great that in practice the leasing 
authority which is granted by the 
Atomic Energy Commission will amount 
to a local monopoly? Therefore, what 
will happen will be that the Atomic 
Energy Commission will be farming out 
to local monopolies the development of 
power from these materials. Let the 
record be perfectly clear. I am not op
posed to the Federal Government leas
ing this energy to private groups, but 
why should the Commission be fore
closed from developing this power itself? 

It seems to me that when the Senator 
from Rhode Island says that the bill 
merely forecloses the Commission, but 
does not foreclose the Government, he is 
indulging in some very able word jug
gling, because when we close the door 
to the Commission, in most parts of the 
country we are closing the door to the 
Government. 

Mr. PASTORE. There is a distinc
tion, and I hope I can make it clear to 
the Senator. In this bill what we are 
concerned with is the development and 
research which are involved, so that one 
day we can reach the point of building a 
reactor for the production of current. 
The bill would not preclude the Govern
ment from that activity. 

The Senator is talking about the sale 
of electricity. The bill has nothing to 
do with the sale of electricity. The bill 
has nothing to do with electricity, or its 
distribution. The bill deals with the re
search and development phase, which 
will lead one day to the establishment 
of practicability. Once that is estab
lished, then we reach the stage of licens
ing for the purpose of building a reactor. 
The Government can do all that. The 
Government can do everything that in
dustry is given authority to do under 
the bill. The point which has been 
raised by the Senator-and I wish to 
emphasize it because I think it is impor
tant-is this: He has gone a step fur
ther. He says, "After reactors have been 
built, after they become conventional, 
after their use becomes widespread, then 
what? How about the electricity which 
will have to be sold to the consuming 
public?" 

When we reach that stage, we shall 
have to decide the question. That is 
not the problem at the moment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. It is extremely im

portant to understand what we are do
ing now. What I am afraid the bill does, 
according to the report of the majority, 
and as I read the text, is to close the door 
to the Government. Evidently some 
doubt arose in the mind of the Senator 
from Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], judging 
from the very able speech he delivered 
yesterday. In the absence of future leg
islation, the only recourse that will be 
open to the Atomic Energy Commission 
will be to lease these materials--! assume 
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they are plutonium and uranium-to 
private industry. 

I repeat that I am not opposed to the 
leasing of such materials to private in
dustry, but I do not want to see the door 
closed against their use by the Federal 
Government. 

Congress, through its power of appro
priation to the Atomic Energy Commis
sion, can at any time either approve or 
disapprove of a particular project for 
this purpose. Why should the authori
zation be shut off in the fundamental 
legislation? We can control the actual 
applicat ion at a later date, either 
through appropriation or the failure to 
appropria te. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is exactly so; 
and the bill is clear in that respect. All 
we are saying to the Commission in the 
bill is, "When you are ready to build a 
powerplant for the production of electric 
current in competition with private and 
public utilities, you must come to the 
Congress and state your case. We must 
pass upon the question, and when we 
come to pass upon it we shall decide 
whether or not you should do it." 

But we do not want anything in this 
program to be construed as a license 
from the Congress to the Commission 
to go ahead and build all the power
plants it wishes, all over the country, 
to the exclusion of such action by others. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. No one is proposing 

that. No one is proposing that the Com-· 
mission be given a "hunting license" 
without any restrictions. As the Sen
ator from Rhode Island knows, there are 
two hurdles to take. The first is the 
authorization. The second is the appro
priation. The language of the authori
zation bill is such that, in the opinion 
of the majority of the joint committee, 
it would not permit the Commission to 
enter the power-producing business. 

Mr. PASTORE. Except for the power 
which is necessary for its own opera
tions. That is important. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It would not permit 
the development of electrical power for 
industrial or commercial use. This 
energy must be leased to private holders, 
or perhaps to one or two regions of the 
country where there are regional public 
power authorities. In other portions 
of the country, the bill would not permit 
any alternative or any experimenktion. 
Take the region from which the Senator 
from Rhode Islands comes, the New Eng
land States. I believe they have the 
h ighest regional power rates in the Na
tion, rates which have held back the in
dustrial development of that area. Un
der the terms of the pending bill it would 
not be possible for the Atomic Energy 
Commission to establish a pilo~ plant 
for the distribution of power in that re
gion. 

Mr. PASTORE. A pilot plant in or
der to prove the effectiveness and prac
ticability of a reactor could be built, but 
the Commission could not build a power 
plant anywhere in the country to com
pete with already established public util
ity companies. We say, "When you get 
into that, you get into the basic philos
ophy of whether the Government will be 

in the electrical business, or whether 
private enterprise will conduct it. At , 
that time you will have to come back to 
Congress." 

Mr. DOUGLAS. They must always 
come back to Congress in conection with 
appropriation bills. The battle for the 
TVA was not fought only when the TVA 
Act was passed. It is being fought every 
year, when it is a quest ion of whether a 
dam shall be built or whether a steam 
plant shall be built. At such times Con
gress exercises continuing control as to· 
the degree to which TV A shall be per
mitted to operate. Therefore, there is 
some advantage in having fundamental 
language written into the law on that 
point. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I ask the Senator 

whether he does not agree with me that 
the bill does not permit the Atomic 
Energy Commission to generate electr ic 
energy as such for even its own opera
tions, except in a pilot plant. Would 
the Senator not agree that if at Oak 
Ridge, for example, the Atomic Energy 
Commission required additional current 
for its gaseous diffusion plant, it could 
not take plutonium or uranium, or any
thing else, and generate current, except 
as a byproduct? In other words, it can
not set up a plant to generate current 
as current ; it can only produce it as a 
byproduct. Is that correct? 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I do not say that is 

bad; it does bother me, however. 
Mr. PASTORE. We are getting down 

to the philosophy of the subject. It is 
natural that people should disagree. I 
myself am not very steadfast in my views 
on this point, but I believe that, this field 
being of such tremendous size, we must 
somehow encourage the Government to 
remain in it, in order to help certain 
phases of our society that cannot be left 
to depend solely on public utilities. 
However, the fact still remains that that 
is not the question before us now. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Let us keep the door 

open so that the question can be settled 
in the future without throwing several 
hurdles in the way. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am afraid that if 
we were to write tha.t kind of provision 
in the act-and I can see the import and 
power of the argument made by the dis
tinguished Senator from Illinois-we 
would not meet the situation. We did 
not want to create such a situation that 
the Commissioners could branch off and 
start getting into the electrical business. 
We did not want them to do that. If at 
any time they thought they would like 
to do it, we wanted them to come back 
to Congress for permission. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not believe the 
present Commissioners will branch otf 
and get into the power generation field. 
We can always control them in that re
gard. The Senator seems to have some_ 
doubt in his mind. I wonder whether 
he would not come a little closer and 
agree that this langua-ge · should be 
changed. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from 
Illinois has a way of twisting words. 
I have no doubt on the subject. I am 
merely giving the Senator from Illinois 
the benefit of the power of the argument 
he makes. Certainly there is no doubt 
in my mind. I am saying the Senator is 
making a good argument, but I am still 
not convinced by it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will th e s~nator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I suggest that 

the Senator from illinois is approaching 
the matter from a collateral road. The 
Department of Agriculture spends mil
lions of dollars in developing new fer
t ilizers and new kinds of materials for 
the benefit of the farmers of America. 
By the same token, the fact that it does 
extend these governmental services does 
not mean tha t the Department of Agri
culture will go in to the sale of commer
cial fertilizers. The Bureau of Stand
ards every year tests hundreds of elec- 
trical and scientific devices, and carries 
on extensive experimentation in scien
tific fields. There is nothing in the law 
which permits the Bureau of Standards 
or the Government, through the Bureau 
of Standards, to enter the manufactur
ing field. 

What is confusing here is that which 
is not quite understood. It is that if it 
were not for the weapons end of atomic 
energy, and if it were not for the neces
sity that this country do as much as 
it can to safeguard against the use of 
atomic weapons in the world, or to pro
t ect the pea ce of the world through the 
weapons end of this undertaking, the 
whole atomic :field would be thrown wide 
open to the genius and competition of 
the American people. 

It is the weapons end which justifies, 
at least in my mind, the maintenance of 
monopolistic control on the part of the 
Government as to what will be done with 
the source material and with the gener
ating capacity which comes from atomic 
energy. There is the point of confusion. 

The Governm.ent _did not go into the 
field of atomic energy for the purpose 
of pr-oducing power, or anything else. It 
went into it for the purpose of develop
ing weapons; and in that connection 
great scientific fields were opened up for 
exploration. 

It was the purpose of the original 
act, as is stated in it, that atomic energy 
ultimately should be used to foster com
petition in the private enterprise system. 
That is what we are trying to do now. 

We are only using the licensing device, 
for licensing the source materials, and 
collecting a fee for its use, because we 
have believed consistently that control 
over the source materials which are us
able in the production of weapons of 
destruction, and the utility and dissi
pation of those source materials, must; 
in the interest of world peace and our 
own security, be held closely within the· 
Government; and we use the Atomic En
ergy Commission as the device for hold
ing it. We are trying to find a way to 
(>pen up that field to free competition. 
We are trying our best to do that. The 
only way we know of at the present time, 
while safeguarding the weapons end, is 
to use the licensing device; and we have 
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made it clear repeatedly and consist
ently that the atomic energy program 
does not contemplate putting the Fed- · 
eral Government, at least at this time, 
into the production of competitive com
mercial power. 

We want to give the American system 
a chance to show what it can do in 
that regard. If, as, and when Congress 
ever believes it is desirable for the Amer
ican Government, through the Commis
sion or otherwise, to enter the field of 
production of commercially competitive 
power, Congress should have the right 
to authorize it. 

The Senator from Illinois referred in 
his opening remarks to this provision in 
the bill. All it says is that in connec
tion with experimentation and research 
and development, which is a part of the 
job of the Commission, in the interest 
of national safety, if the reactors pro
duce power as an incident to their major 
purpose, namely, of safeguarding the 
national security, and if that power is 
salable, there is no use letting it run 
down the drain or letting it go up in the 
air, or wasting it otherwise, and the 
Commission is authorized to sell such 
incidental, byproduct power. 

However, we make it clear that we do 
not, by this section, intend to open up 
atomic energy as a commercial competi
tor in the field of electricity through this 
development. • 

Mr. PASTORE. In addition to what 
the distinguished Senator from Iowa has 
stated, it is a fact that by far the largest 
portion of the source material which we 
use must be imported from other coun
tries of the world. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is essential 
as the Senator from Rhode Island knows 
because we discused it many times, that 
the Federal Government, in the interest 
of national security-not in the interest 
of the production of commercial power
through, its duly authorized agency, the 
Atomic Energy Commission, shall have 
control and keep hold of this material at 
all times, at least for the reasonable fore
seeable future, so that it can command it 
when the national interest dictates. 
That is the only reason for the licensing 
device and the only reason for the Gov
ernment monopoly, namely, national 
security. Otherwise, I am sure the whole 
purpose of the act has been to turn this 
great discovery and development over to 
American enterprise, to the genius of the 
competitive system, and to the stimulus 
afforded by private industry. However, 
national security is still the overridding 
and controlling interest. 

Mr. ANDERSON and Mr. KEFAUVER 
addressed the Chair. 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield first to the 
Senator from New Mexico; then I shall 
yield to the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I appreciate the 
courtesy of the Senator from Rhode 
Island. I desire to assure him that I am 
very much interested in what he is say
ing, and I should like to say that he 
has spent a great deal more time on this 
bill and in the hearings than I was able 
to spend. I congratulate him upon his 
fidelity to the work of the committee. 

I wish he would permit me to insert 
in the RECORD at this point, because it 
has some bearing on the discussion, I 
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believe, a statement by the chairman of 
the Atc:mic Energy Commission made in 
the course of the hearings, which appears 
on page 596 and goes to the end of the 
first paragraph on page 597. In th3.t 
statement Chairman Strauss mentions 
the very section of the bill which we are 
discussing, and describes its purpose in 
terms similar to those expressed by the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert in the RECORD at this point, 
the statement to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A significant feature of the bill is its as
suran'.!e that once the practical value of any 
type of power reactor or related activity has 
been demonstrated, any qualified person may 
apply for and receive a license to engage in 
that use, subject, of course, to the overrid
ing considerations of safety, security, &nd 
the availability of fissionable material. 

Now I should like to emphasize the fact 
that under the bill the Commission will not 
be in the business of selling atomic power, 
except by product power resulting from its 
production and research and development 
activities. This byproduct power will be in
terruptible power, at least in the early days 
of any project; it will be high in cost; and 
it will be comparatively small in amount. 

Further, the Commission will not be im
pinging on the regulatory authority of other 
agencies over utility company operations. 
The bill makes it clear that the regulatory 
authority, including the rate-making au
thority, of Federal, State, and local agencies 
over generation, sale, and distribution of 
electric energy by utility companies is not 
intended to be affected by the bill or by the 
fact that the energy may be derived from 
nuclear rather than conventional sources. 

This means as a practical matter that util
ities seeking Commission licenses for the 
construction or operation of reactors will 
have to assure themselves that their propo
sals concerning distribution of the power, 
their financing, and their rate structure meet 
the requirements and standards of the regu
lating agencies. 

This is as it should be. The Commission 
has no special competence in the field of 
electric energy distribution and seeks no 
responsibility in that field. Its functions 
should be limited, as the bill contemplates, 
to those areas in which the Commission 
does have special competence or responsiblli
ity. These areas include the review of de
sign criteria, the supervision of construction, 
and decisions on the technical qualifications 
of applicants to operate nuclear plants, on 
health and safety standards, and on security 
safeguards. 

Finally, as we understand it, the bill 
makes no distinction between the rights of 
private groups and the rights of public 
groups to participate in the development of 
peacetime industrial applications of atomic 
energy and to own and operate atomic en
ergy facilities. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Finally, I may say 
to the Senator from Rhode Island that, 
while I agree that that is the purpose 
of the bill, and while I said on yesterday 
I was afraid it barred the development 
of electric energy as electric energy, I 
am not quite sure I want to do that com
pletely at this time. For example, the 
reactor to which reference has been 
made would generate approximately 60,-
000 kilowatts. It was announced this 
morning that the North American Avia
tion Co. would generate a very small 
amount of electric energy and would ex
pend approximately $10 million. We 

shall never have a test as to whether 
electric energy derived from atomic pow
er is cheap and usable until we spend 
$200 million in continuing experiments. 
The private companies cannot do that. 

I was very happy to hear the state
ment made by the able Senator from 
Iowa yesterday with reference to this 
point, but I think we ought finally to try 
to place in the bill a provision that if 
the Atomic Energy Commission should 
decide to at tempt a large-scale plant 
which would generate electric energy 
solely for the purpose of electric energy 
and not for the purpose of the develop
ment of a particular type of weapon, it 
could do so, because the spending of $200 
million, or whatever the sum might be, 
might then prove the feasibility of cer
tain types of reactors which the Senator 
from Illinois has said could easily 
change the whole economic picture in 
the New England States. The New Eng
land section has been faced with severe 
competition. Electric energy at low 
rates would be of tremendous importance 
to the whole eastern seaboard. 

Therefore, while I completely . agree 
with what the Senator from Rhode Is
land has said about what the bill does, 
it strikes me that it might be well to 
leave a loophole somewhere in the bill 
so that at some later date the Atomic 
Energy Commission could try to build a 
reactor for the production of current. 
A reactor which developed as little as 
10,000 kilowatts would not be nearly so 
efficient, because of the very nature of 
the material used, as would a reactor 
which could develop from 250,000 to 500,-
000 kilowatts. I would not want to bar 
that possibility. The Atomic Energy 
Commission would probably have to 
come to the Congress for an appropria
tion, and that might be a sufficient en
tering wedge. I hope we will not tie this 
down in the bill, but that the provision 
will be so written that, if some day we 
wanted to make a large scale experi
ment as to the commercial value of nu
clear energy, we could still do it without 
doing violence to the act. 

I thank the Senator from Rhode 
Island for permitting me to make that 
statement. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am very glad the 
Senator has made that statement. 
Whether what he has suggested should 
be done at this time I am not prepared 
to say, because what he has suggested, I 
think, has to do with a stage of develop
ment that really comes after the two 
procedures spelled out in the bill. I 
agree with him on the point that we 
should show our good faith in the future 
prospects of the whole matter by pos
sibly building a powerplant from A to Z 
to prove to the rest of the world that 
it can be done. I think we ought to 
particularize on that. I do not believe 
it should be made subject to a loophole 
in the law; but that we should say ·in 
very clear terms that that is our inten
tion. However, it does not seem to me 
to be a pressing problem at this time. 
As times goes on it can be done by special 
legislation. I think it deserves serious 
consideration. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Rhode Island yield? 

Mr. PASTORE~ I yield. 
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Mr. MONRONEY. I have been very 
much interested in the wonderfully in
formative discussion which the Senator 
from Rhode Island has given us from 
the wealth of his experience on the Joint 
Committee. I wish he would amplify for 
me the right which he says exists in the 
Atomic Energy Commission to build re
actors of sufficient size to furnish usable 
power for their own operations at Oak 
Ridge or Paducah or other pla.nts. Did 
I correctly understand the Senator to 
say that if the time comes when they 
consider it feasible and practicable they 
can generate power from the by
products of atomic energy or from the 
other processes which their engineers 
learn, and they can then generate power 
to be used in the creation of additional 
atomic energy? 

Mr. PAS TORE. I am sorry if I cre
ated that impression. The Senator has 
reference to section 44 of the bill relat
ing to byproduc~ energy, which I now 
read: 

If energy which may be utilized is pro
duced in the production of special nuclear 
material at , production or experimental 
utilization facilities owned by the United 
States-

In other ·.vords, if it is a byproduct
such energy may be used by the Commission, 
or transferred to other Government agencies. 
or sold to publicly or privately owned utili
ties or users at reasonable and non
discriminatory prices. If the energy pro
duced is electric energy, the price shall be 
subject to regulation by the appropriate 
agency, State or Federal, having jurisdiction. 

In other words, the small byproduct 
energy which might result from the man
ufacture of this special nuclear material. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I am somewhat 
disappointed at the misunderstanding I 
had of the Senator's statement, because 
it would seem to me that with this proc
ess moving as rapidly as it can possibly 
move, in the direction of the discovery 
of new techniques for using byproducts, 
which may be in the plant itself, in re
fining uranium and plutonium, the en
ergy might be used to supply a substan
tial part of the power used by the Com
mission itself in its own plant to manu
facture more atomic energy for a more 
widely diversified use of it throughout 
the country. 

I agree that we certainly do not want 
to put the Government in business. We 
do not want the Atomic Energy Com
mission to establish competitive plants 
to serve private customers, but we are 
dealing with an unknown market, and 
the progress made in discovery may lead 
us to the time when it would be fool
hardy and almost criminal negligence 
not to utilize such products as may be 
found in the plant with which to gen
erate electric energy to be used by the 
same Commission in the same plant to 
create additional atomic energy. 

Mr. PASTORE. I agree with the Sen· 
ator completely, and that is precisely 
what section 44 provides. It says that-

If energy which may be utilized is pro
duced in the production of special nuclear 
material at production or experimental 
utilization facilities owned by the United 
States·, such energy may be used by the 
Commission. 

It says so. 

Mr. MONRONEY. But I understood 
the Senator to say that the plants are 
going to be very small-sized experimen
tal pilot plants where the generation 
might be insignificant, and that it is 
more or less dump power from a small 
operation. What I am talking about is 
whether the Atomic Energy Commission, 
in its development, can supply itself with 
power, if it finds in the subsequent en
gineering processes the way to do it, and 
may thus relieve the strain on other 
power resources. 

Mr. PASTORE. The answer is "Yes," 
if the power which is generated is a by
product in the manufacture of special 
nuclear material. But there is nothing 
in this bill that gives the Commission 
authority tomorrow, let us say, to go to 
one of its plants and say, "From now 
on we will do everything here on our 
own." The bill does not go that far. 
There is no authorization which allows 
the Commission to set up its own power
plant tomorrow. But if it generated 
power in the production of special nu
clear material, it could use the byprod
ucts of such electricity in its own plant, 
sell it to a Government agency, or, un
der proper restrictions, sell it to public 
or private utilities. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I assume 

the Senator from Rhode Island is more 
or less familiar with the Colorado 
plateau, which is an important source of 
uranium in the United States. It is lo
cated in the southwest corner of Colo
rado, the northwest corner of New Mexi
co, the northeast corner of Arizona, and 
the southeast part of Utah. It is called 
the Colorado plateau. In that region 
there is a movement by the REA's and 
by the producers of uranium to build a 
powerplant, using uranium as fuel, be
cause electricity is needed there, and the 
electricity which it is now necessary to 
bring into that area costs a large sum 
of money, since it has to be transported 
long distances. So it is said that what 
should be done is to build an atomic 
powerplant in that immediate area, 
which would serve the REA's and the 
mills, and would enable the necessary 
1·e:finement for the development of urani
um. Under the bill, such a powerplant 
would be prohibited, would it not? 

Mr. PASTORE. It is not that it would 
be prohibited; that preference is not 
made. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No. The 
bill would take the place of the present 
law. Under the present law, the Atomic 
Energy Commission has the authority to 
build such a powerplant. But under the 
bill, they are denied that authoritY. 

Mr. PASTORE. Under the present 
law, the Commission, at the present mo
ment, can only experiment in the build
ing of a reactor or the manufacture of 
special nuclear material for military pur· 
poses. Under the present law the Com
mission cannot enter upon peacetime 
pursuits in the atomic energy field, ex· 
cept upon an experimental basis. I do 
not believe there is anything in the law 

which allows the Commission to build a 
powerplant anywhere. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am sure 
there is, because the Commission has 
built one, and has done so legally. There 
is no reason why it should not. But un
der the bill, the Commission would be 
prohibited from doing that very thing. 

All of us are familiar with the fact 
that, so far, the use of uranium has been 
probably 99.9 percent for military pur
poses. That is probably true, but the 
Commission has recognized and realized 
that there are great power potentials in 
uranium. Private power companies have 
recognized that fact and are anxious to 
get into that field. The mining and 
processing of uranium, and everything 
else connected with uranium, require vast 
amounts of power. Why should not the 
Atomic Energy Commission have the au
thority to build on the Colorado Plateau 
such a powerplant as I have described? 
The plateau is isolated; it is arid; it is 
in the wide-open spaces. The area is a 
desert, and a powerplant is very urgently 
needed here. Why should the Commis
sion be prohibited from developing such 
a plant? 

Mr. PASTORE. Because it involves 
the question of whether the Atomic 
Energy Commission should be allowed to 
enter into the electricity business or the 
power business. That is a fundamental 
question which must! be decided. 

The Senator from Colorado says that 
under the present law the Commission 
could build such a plant. I refer the 
Senator to page 44 of the committee 
report, in the lower left-hand corner of 
the page, under the title "Byproduct 
Power." 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. lam not 
talking about byproduct power. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is the only sec
tion which might conceivably apply. 
Apart from that, I do not see any other 
authorization. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am say
ing that under the present law the Com
mission has complete authority to build 
such a powerplant as I have described; 
but under the bill it would not have that 
authority. Somewhere in the bill that 
authority is denied. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senf..tor yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I have greatly profited by 
the debate between the able Senator 
from Rhode Island and his colleagues. 
At this time I wish to express a reserva
tion as to the foreclosing of authority 
for the Atomic Energy Commission to 
enter directly into this field. I point out 
that the Commission may be able to 
enter, in an indirect way, if certain 
precedents are allowed to stand. 

The senior Senator from Illinois 
pointed out that if the Commission 
should be authorized to enter upon a 
program of building a power-generating 
plant Congress always would have con
trol of that program by exercising its 
control over appropriations. 

I wish to point out to the senior Sen
ator from Illinois, and also to the junior 
Senator from Rhode Island and the 
junior Senator from New Mexico, that 
this might be done by contract, over 
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which, under the bill, Congress would 
not retain control. There is no provi
sion in the bill requiring the Commis
sion to return to the joint committee 
or to Congress for surveillance and review 
of contracts into which it may enter. 

A statement was made that the Com
mission was limited to the building of 
powerplants in connection with experi
mentation and development. The vice 
chairman of the committee thought 
that was a limitation. Let me turn to 
page 79 of the bill, and read those same 
words. I do not wish to provoke the 
Senator from Rhode Island into a dis
cussion of the proposed Dixon-Yates 
contract; I only cite this as an instance. 
Unless Congress is careful, the Commis
sion may do by contract that over which 
Congress would have no control; where
as if Congress permitted the Commis
sion to build directly, Congress could 
exercise control through appropria
tions. By stretching the words, "In con
nection with the construction or opera
tion of the Oak Ridge, Paducah, and 
Portsmouth installations," the Commis
sion is now proposing to enter into a 
contract with a plant wholly unrelated 
to either of these three specified produc
tion facilities. Again, I say I do not wish 
to provoke the Senator from Rhode Is
land into a discussion of that question. 
We had a long discussion yesterday, and 
shall have another. I merely wish to 
point out the danger of closing the door 
on direct operations, over which Con
gress can exercise control annually, but 
of leaving the door wide open for con
tractual obligations, by which we could 
be bound and committed to subsidy con
tracts over a long period of years. 

I believe that argues persuasively for 
a provision or an amendment to the bill 
requiring a report to the joint commit
tee and an exercise of some surveillance 
by that committee before the Commis
sion enters into subsidy contracts. I 
wish to point out that particular fea
ture and that danger, and also to ex
press a reservation about the foreclos
ing of authority of the Commission to 
proceed in this field under the constant 
annual control of the Congress. 

Mr. PAS TORE. The distinguished 
Senator suggested that he was hesitant 
or reluctant at this time to engage me 
in a discussion of the Dixon-Yates con
tract with reference to section 164, which 
is identical with section 12 (d) of the 
present law. 

Mr. GORE. Yes. 
Mr. PASTORE. Let me say to the dis

tinguished Senator that I have always 
felt that the Dixon-Yates arrangements 
were outside the purview of the law and 
what the intent of Congress was when it 
enacted section 12 (d) of the law, a pro
vision similar to section 164 of the pend
ing bill. Congress enacted that law last 
year to implement several existing con
tracts and other contracts which were 
being negotiated at that time for power 
at the atomic-energy establishments. 
Hearings were held. The report clearly 
showed that all that was sought to be 
accomplished was the implementation of 
those contracts, so that the Commission 
would have the authority, and no ques
tion would be raised on the part of per
sons who might invest in the public util-

ities concerned. But it was -never in
tended, by the language used at that 
time, that Congress would allow the Fed
eral Government to set up, by virtue of 
a 25-year contract, a public utility com
pany which was not then in being, and 
which would sell to the TVA, through the 
AEC, current which was not at all neces
sary or required under the provisions of 
that section. As a lawYer I say the con
tract is a violation of the language and 
the intent of that section, so I have no 
qualms about that. 

Section 164 is identical with section 12 
(d) of the McMahon Act. This provision 
was passed by the Congress on July 17, 
1953. It was enacted in order to guar
antee adequate electric-power supplies 
for the AEC plants at Oak Ridge, Padu
cah, and Portsmouth. The committee 
report on the bill at that time stated that 
the provision was needed to permit AEC 
to enter into contracts with TVA, Elec
tric Energy, Inc., and the Ohio Valley 
Electric Co. 

From AEC testimony before the Joint 
Committee on April 28, 1953, it is clear 
that the only intention in enacting this 
provision was to provide authorization 
for AEC to enter into those specific con
tracts. The provision has made it pos
sible for the Government to avoid an in
vestment in additional power-generating 
facilities of $1 billion. Instead, a guar
anty against unreasonable loss was given 
to the private companies and to TV A. 

All of our atomic-plant investment is 
predicated on a long-term need for 
atomic-weapon production. No one seri
ously expected last year-and no one has 
seriously proposed this year-that there 
is a foreseeable likelihood that these 
atomic plants will be shut down for 
many, many years to come. 

But the fact is that section 12 (d) of 
the present law, and section 164 of the 
proposed bill, was intended by the Con
gress to enable the AEC to enter into 
three specific contracts. All of these 
contracts are now in effect. AEC has 
firm electric power commitments to meet 
all of its principal needs. None of the 
suppliers, including TV A, can under any 
circumstances default on its contractual 
obligation. 

AEC will not lose a day of production 
anywhere if the Dixon-Yates contract 
is thrown away. This entire debate has 
absolutely nothing to do with the AEC, 
nothing to do with our defense program, 
and is not remotely related to the in
tent of the Congress in enacting the 
statutory provision under which it is 
proposed that the contract be executed. 

This entire discussion is a discredit to 
all involved in it, the Congress included. 
If anyone wishes to support or to oppose 
TVA expansion in the Memphis area, it 
should be done honestly, openly, and 
without recourse to political subterfuge, 
distortion of existing law, or plunging 
into the self-contradictory welter of 
electric utility statistics by which any
thing can be proven or disproven at the 
whim and will of the speaker. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I confess that had I 

known that by making an inquiry I could 
have brought forth such a lucid, logical, 

unanswerable statement of fact and law 
as the able Senator from Rhode Island 
has given, I would have submitted it long 
ago. My only reluctance in broaching 
the subject grew out of the fact that I 
did not want to interrupt the able and 
fine address which the Senator from 
Rhode Island is making. Again I wish 
to say that I agree with every word of 
the statement which the Senator has 
made with respect to the propose::l 
Dixon-Yates contract. I realize that I 
participated in the passage of the bill 
and in the debate on the passage of the 
bill; but I shall go into that matter later. 

I agree with what the Senator has 
said, but I come back to the main point 
for which I brought the question up. 
By indirection, by an illegal stretching 
of the meaning of the section of the stat
ute to which the Senator made refer
ence, it is proposed to bind the Govern
ment to a 25-year contract, over which 
Congress would have no control, but, 
through the appropriation process, 
would have a large obligation, namely, 
to appropriate sufficient money to meet 
the commitments incurred under the 
contract. 

If that precedent is allowed to stand, 
then I point out to the able senior Sen
ator from Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON] that 
we may lose control of the development 
of the atom for power production and 
that, by indirection, subsidy contracts 
may be made committing the Govern
ment far beyond the expectations or 
wishes of Congress. I think we need to 
write into the bill a requirement that 
contracts shall be referred to the joint 
committee, on which the Senator serves 
so ably, for its review and consideration. 

Mr. PASTORE. I think possibly the 
Senator from Tennessee in his enthu
siasm is going a little further than he 
should. After all, we are faced with the 
necessity of producing special nuclear 
materials for atomic weapons. In doing 
so, of course, the Government requires a 
vast amount of electric power. For that 
reason, if a plant is not close to the TV A 
or is in another part of the country, it 
might be necessary to enter into an ar
rangement with a public utility, which 
in all probability, because of the tre
mendous load, would have to expand. 

If we expected the Commission to come 
to Congress every year to justify such 
procedure, we could never have the op
erations, intents, and purposes of the 
Commission, as spelled out in the law, 
carried out e1Iectively and in a business
like way. 

For that reason, I disagree with the 
Senator from Tennessee if he maintains 
that the Commission should not have 
authority to engage in such contracts for 
a period of 25 years. I do say that be
cause of the long term of the contracts, 
possibly Congress should be apprised of 
the conditions. I think we have copies 
of the contracts on file; there has been 
excellent liaison between the Commis
sion and the Joint Committee and the 
Congress. 

But I agree that there will be distor
tion of the meaning of section 12-b and 
section 164, by entering into the Dixon
Yates contract, because although it may 
be argued that the current thus pro
duced will go_ to the main grid, and then 
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to here and to there, yet, fundamentally, 
under the Dixon-Yates contract the 
credit of the Federal Government will 
be used to make possible a profit for the 
benefit of a private group, not for the 
benefit of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion. Whether that should be done as a 
matter of policy is another question. 
Whether it is permitted under the law 
or whether it would defeat the intention 
of Congress in connection with the law 
is another question. I say there is no 
legal authority for it, and I have already 
said that 100 times, at least. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Rhode Island yield further 
to me? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I agree with the Senator 

from Rhode Island. I think we are also 
very near agreement with respect to hav
ing the long-term contracts come to the 
joint committee. I think there should 
be an interim period-whether it should 
be 30, 60, or 90 days, I do not know; but 
I believe that before a contract, and par
ticularly a long-term contract, became 
effective, the joint committee, an agent 
of the Congress, should have an oppor
tunity to review the contract, but not to 
veto it. There is a constitutional divi
sion of powers, and Congress is not given 
a veto power over an admfnistrative 
function, except by means of the legis
lative funCtion. 

I do not believe that the chairman 
of the joint committee should have the 
power to veto a contract; but I believe 
that before the contract goes into effect, 
there should be an interim period during 
which the joint committee could ex
amine and review the long-term com
mitments and implications; and if legis
lation were necessary, Congress then 
would have time to proceed, before the 
contract became effective and before the 
commitments became in fact accom
plished. 

Mr. PASTORE. Of course, the Sena
tor from Tennessee has had more ex
perience than have I with the legisla
tive function in that connection, be
cause he was on the Appropriations 
Committee of the House of Representa
tives. However, I think it is usually 
true that when there is a long-term 
contract which obligates the Commis
sion and the Government over a long 
period of time, an appropriation is re
quested in that connection. 

On the other hand, I regard it as 
regrettable that the President should 
have said, in effect, "I urge"-or "order" 
or "direct"-the Atomic Energy Com
mission to sign the Dixon-Yates con
tract, because I want to determine what 
we are going to do about TV A. I think 
there they exposed their hand. The 
President did not say, "I direct the 
Atomic Energy Commission to sign the 
Dixon-Yates contract because we need 
the electric power, and this is the only 
way by means of which we can obtain 
it, and a national emergency exists, and 
we need the additional electric power· at 
once." Neither did the President say, 
"This is the most effective way to obtain 
the needed additional power." On the 
contrary, he said, "I am ordering this 
and allowing it because I wish to see how 

far we are going to go with creeping or 
crawling socialism." He gave the direc
tion for the determination of the phi
losophy. There I think a serious mistake 
was made, and I think irreparable harm 
was done. I regret, more than anything 
else, that irreparable harm was done to 
the passage of this most important bill
one of the most important ever to come 
before the Congress. Yet great harm 
was done to it when the President al
lowed that situation to exist. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Rhode Island yield to 
me? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. MONRONEY. I apprt , .. te the 

damage that has been done, and I agree 
completely regarding the damage that 
has been done to the reputation and 
standing of the Atomic Energy Com
mission and to the confidence the coun
try has had in the Commission, par
ticularly when calls from the Bureau of 
the Budget result ii.J. the Commission's 
becoming a dummy, in connection with 
a contract to replace electric energy in 
the TV A system, and with all the other 
gimmicks that have been written into 
the bill, which I consider to be a glaring 
example of special privilege. 

But bad as the contract is, and despite 
all the damage that has been done to the 
good standing of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, I should like to know 
whether Congress could possibly have 
assurance that today an independent 
commission means anything. If a call 
from the White House will destroy the 
independence of an assumedly independ
ent commission, which I understand the 
Atomic Energy Commission is, then this 
matter goes far beyond the Dixon-Yates 
contract and far beyond the loss of Gov
ernment funds; it involves the very 
integrity of the system of independent 
commissions, as in the case of the Inter
state Commerce Commission, the Federal 
Communications Commission, the 
Atomic Energy Commission, and other 
commissions. If this pattern is followed 
in the future-in short, when a call from 
the President or a call from the Bureau 
of the Budget will reverse the views of at 
least three members of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, who had been op
posed to the contract, and had felt the 
Commission had no authority to enter 
into it; if a call from the White House 
will make what is urged in that call the 
action of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion-then what confidence can we have 
that that Commission or any other 
assumedly independent commission will 
not be, instead of independent, merely 
an adjunct to the Bureau of the Budget 
and the President? Does not the Sen
ator from Rhode Island think that is the 
great danger that is involved? 

Mr. PASTORE. Now the Senator 
from Oklahoma is dealing with the in
dependence of the minds of individuals 
and with the integrity and self-expres
sion on the part of an individual who is 
appointed to a commission. I do not see 
how we could write into a law any pro
vision which would say to any individual, 
"Any time you are asked by the Presi
dent of the United States to do some
thing, do not do it." We could not write 
such a law. 

Mr. MONRONEY. However, will the 
Senator from Rhode Island, who has been 
so clear in his explanation of this 
measure, tell us his idea of the standing 
of the Atomic Energy Commission
whether it is independent or whether it 
is merely a puppet on the end of a string, 
or on the end of a telephone 1ine, lead
ing to the Bureau of the Budget or the 
President? 

Mr. PASTORE. The only answer I 
can make is that that matter comes right 
to 01,;.r own doorstep. When the Senate 
confirms nominations, let us be sure that 
the Senate confirms the nominations of 
men who will stand up and be counted 
and will express their own minds and 
consciences and hearts. That is the only 
answer. Nothing that we can write into 
this measure will cover that problem. 
Although I admit there is a problem, as 
stated by the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma, I do not think any provision 
we could write into this measure would 
correct that situation. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Perhaps I over
simplify it; but I would expect to have 
the Commission have independence sim
ilar to that which I would expect on the 
part of the Federal Communications 
Commission. It would be a very great 
and very dangerous surrender of power 
if the Bureau of the Budget or the Presi
dent could telephone the members of the 
Federal Communications Commission 
and could tell them who should be 
granted licenses for television or radio 
or who should not be granted such 
licenses, and could lay down the condi
tions under which the licenses should be 
issued. In such circumstances, I think 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce would make an investigation 
of such dictation by the executive 
branch, in demanding or ordering an in
dependent agency to do this or do that. 

Certainly I think there is a line of 
demarcation. I may be wrong; but it 
seems to me that the President has the 
right to give certain orders to members 
of the Cabinet and to the agencies of the 
executive branch of the Government. A 
clear line of Presidential authority runs 
through the Cabinet. That is why we 
have made certain agencies Cabinet 
offices. 

But when Congress creates an inde
pendent agency, it does not put it on the 
end of that chain of command; and when 
that chain of command is used-whether 
for good purpose or for bad-in the case 
of such a commission, I think great 
violence is done to the proper concept 
of the structure of government. 

Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield at this point? 
Mr. PASTORE. I yield. I hope we 

shall not get into the Dixon-Yates con
troversy this afternoon. I have more 
than 30 pages left of my speech. I have 
not covered half of it yet. 

Mr. GORE. I do not intend to distract 
the Senator's attention to the Dixon
Yates controversy. The Senator has al
ready made a forceful statement of his 
opinion with respect to the authority, 
the probity, and the wisdom of that con
tract. What I wish to point out to the 
Senator from Rhode Island, and also to 
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the junior Senator from Oklahoma, is 
this: 

In the case in which the Commission 
made the decision to proceed with the 
crash program in connection with the 
H-bomb, there was a division of senti
m ent, a division of opinion, within the 
Commission. As I recall, the Commis
sion stood 2 to 3 against proceeding with 
the program. 

It was related on the floor of the Sen
ate recently that the then President of 
the United States ordered the Commis
sion to proceed. What do the hearings 
~how in that regard? The hearings 
show that in the case of the H-bomb 
decision the Atomic Energy Commission 
voted unanimously to submit the ques
tion to the President. Of course, under 
the basic Atomic Energy Act, and also 
under the terms of the pending bill, the 
President is granted specific authority to 
give direction to the CommiEsion with 
respect to weapons. Each Commissioner 
who desired to st:hmit his individual 
views to the President for his guidance 
and assistance did so, but unanimously 
the Commission voted to refer the de
cision to the President of the United 
States. Those are not the circumstances 
in this case. 

The Senator raised a question as to 
the integrity, probity, and character of 
those whose nominations are confirmed 
by the Senate. Let us realize that we 
are discussing membership on a commis
sion of persons whose nominations must 
be confirmed by the Senate. In addi
tion, membership on such a commission 
requires the lifting of one's hand and 
the taking of an oath of office. 

I have been appalled that members 
of the Commission should have yie,lded 
to direction in the Dixon-Yates case. 
If such be a precedent, then I agree 
with the junior Senator from Oklahoma 
that the integrity and independence of 
all other so-called independent commis
sions are at stake. 

Of course, there are powers in the 
executive. Under certain conr:litions 
members of the Commission may be re
moved by the President. Under certain 
conditions members may be dismissed 
from other commissions for contumacy, 
but neither of those circumstances ex
cuses members of the Commission from 
the performance of their sworn duty, as 
their consciences dictate, in the public 
interest. 

Mr. PASTORE. I hope we shall not 
pursue the Dixon-Yates colloquy any 
further. In conclusion in that connec
tion, lest I be misunderstood, I answer 
the question only in hypothetical fash
ion. In my own personal experience I 
have never found five more patriotic, 
devoted, able, conscientious individuals 
than the present 5 members of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. I do not 
know enough about the facts to justify 
my standing here today and indicating 
any person. I have found the members 
of the Atomic Energy Commission to 
be very honorable men. Possibly they 
have disagreed with others. They have 
a right to their viewpoint, as I have a 
right to mine. When we disagree we 
stand up as honorable men and say so. 
We state our position and are counted. 

I wish to leave the RECORD on this sub
ject with the ftnal statement that, so far 
as I am concerned, we are indebted to 
the five men who presently serve on the 
Atomic Energy Commission. I think 
they are patriotic, devoted Americans. 

Mr. GORE. I concur in that state
ment. 

Mr. PASTORE. I now return to my 
Irian uscript. 

We, therefore, face th is choice: Shall 
we ask the American taxpayer to assume 
the entire burden of financing power 
research and development during the 
pioneering years ahead, or shall we at
tempt to create a legislative environment 
in which private industry will be willing 
to take up a share of these development 
costs? 

Speaking for myself, I find no difficulty 
in answering these questions. To me, 
the equitable solution lies in inviting 
private industry into atomic-power de
velopment today in return for the pos
sibility of fair rewards tomorrow. 

Whether or not this bill becomes the 
law of the land at the present time, I 
would, myself, regard it as highly un
likely that the task of developing atomic 
power will remain a governmental mo
nopoly for an indefinite period to come. 
This being the case, I want free enter
prise, under properly controlled condi
tions, to assume its fair share of atomic 
developmental costs today. I respect
fully suggest that now is the time. I do 
not wish to deny private participation 
in this field until such time as profits are 
assured. In fact, it is precisely because 
of my solicitude for the taxpayers' dol
lars, it is precisely because of my deter
mination that there should be no atomic 
giveaway, that I now urge the Senate to 
permit private participation in atomic 
power under the terms outlined in the 
bill. 

It is probably the case that, during the 
immediate future. relatively few com
panies would accept the invitation of
fered by this legislation. Accordingly 
we face the danger of restrictive patent 
practices. However, the legislation ad
dresses itself to this possibility, as I shall 
discuss fully during the course of my 
remarks. 

Having described the broad purpose of 
the proposed legislation, I should now 
like to direct attention to certain pro
visions of the bill which I feel need to 
be particularized. The bill, in its decla
ration, states that "the development, use, 
and control of atomic energy shall be 
directed so as to promote world peace, 
improve the general welfare, increase the 
standard of living, and strengthen free 
competition in private enterprise." 

This declaration, in and of itself, is 
not enough. Affirmative controls must 
appear within the purview of the bill. 
Therefore, section 105 provides that 
nothing contained in the act, including 
the provisions which vest title to all spe
cial nuclear material in the United 
States, shall relieve anyone from the 
operation of the antitrust laws. The 
Sherman Act, the Clayton Act, and the 
Federal Trade Commission Act are spe
cifically enumerated. Under this provi
sion any future industry created under 
the terms of the bill would be subject to 

these laws on an equal basis with the 
other industries of the United States. 

Indeed this section goes a step further. 
Since it would be inconsistent and dan
gerous for the Atomic Energy Commis
sion to grant a license permitting cer
tain atomic industrial activity only to 
have the Justice Department bring a 
subsequent action against that industry 
under the antitrust statutes, it is pro
vided under section 105-b that pre
cedent to the issuance of any industrial 
license the Atomic Energy Commission 
must notify the Attorney General of the 
proposed license and supply the pertinent 
surrounding facts of the license applica
tion and issuance. Before the expi .. ·a
tion of 90 days, the Attorney General is 
required to advise the Atomic Energy 
Commission if the proposed issuance 
would create a situation inconsistent 
with the antitrust laws. Obviously, the 
mere giving of such advice would not 
estop or bar a later action by the Attor
ney General if monopolistic practice or 
restraint of trade were later to arise. 

But in fact, what this provision does do 
is to lock the barn door before the horse 
is stolen, and I might add that these 
procedures are identical with those con
tained in the Federal Property and Ad
ministration Services Act. And for the 
assurance of the members of this body, I 
can say that the Justice Department has 
testified before the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy that arrangements such 
as the~e are adequate and workable. 

Turning now to the subject of compul
sory licensing of patents, as provided in 
section 152 of the bill: Originally the bill 
made no exception as to our usual con
cept of patent rights. But after con
siderable debate it was deemed advisable 
by a vast majority of the members of 
the Committee that a system of compul
sory licensing of patents should be in
serted in the law in order to avoid the 
possibility that the purposes of the pro
gram might be defeated if any patent 
holder was determined to exclude others 
from using his idea. For that reason, 
we have written into the law a procedure 
by which we prevent the few from 
achieving a restrictive patent position 
in this new field. 

There are two compulsory licensing 
mechanisms relating to patents under 
the provisions of this section: 

First. The Atomic Energy Commission 
can cause any atomic patent to be de• 
clared affected with the public interest 
and made subject thereafter to compul
sory licensing by legitimate users. 

Second. Even if the Atomic Energy 
Commission fails to make such a decla
ration, any lawful applicant can, on his 
own initiative, petition the Atomic En
ergy Commission for a compulsory li
cense to the patent right of another 
patentee. 

This compulsory provision is not de
signed solely to circumvent the prefer
ence of the prior contractor. It was 
conceived out of the knowledge that this 
proposed atomic industry is new and 
the national interest demands its rapid 
growth. Such growth requires the par
ticipation of as many individuals and 
corporations as possible, and the op
portunity for a patent license is added 
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incentive to cause a multiplicity of en
deavor. 

This compulsory licensing provision 
affects every patent applied for or is
sued before September 1, 1959, and lasts 
for the life of that patent. 

Now turning to the subject of licensing 
of private activities in the atomic in
dustry, here again such activities are 
regulat ed through two mechanisms: 

First. All title to special nuclear ma
terial-the industrial fuel-will be vest
ed in the United States Government, and 
the industrial participant will be li
censed to use it. 

Second. Through a system of licens
ing, production and utilization facilities 
will be permitted to operate. 

Sections 53, 63, 103, and 104 provide 
the adequate safeguards. These sections 
recite the statutory conditions which 
must be met before licenses will issue 
and which must be maintained during 
the life of the license. Some of these 
conditions are: 

First. Facilities may be used only in 
the interest of common defense and 
security; 

Second. Facilities must be used so as 
to protect the health and safety of the 
public and not damage personal prop
erty; 

Third. Special nuclear material is 
available only on such terms that no user 
or possessor ca'1 construct an atomic 
weapon; 

Fourth. No license is alienable except 
with the express consent of the Com
mission. 

In order to insure compliance with all 
of the provisions in the act, and for pro
tecting the public and the national in
terest, the Commission is authorized to 
require licensees to keep records and to 
make reports to the Commission. AEC 
is authorized to make inspection of a 
licensee's activities. As a matter of fact, 
a very important statutory program in
stituted by this bill is the establishment 
of an Inspection Division within the 
Commission as an aid in seeing that all 
obligations of a licensee under this act 
are fulfilled. 

I should now like to turn to the sec
tions of the bill which are of vital impor
tance to our very existence and, indeed, 
to the continuation of civilization as we 
know it. 

I refer to those portions of the bill that 
have to do with atomic cooperation with 
other nations, both in the peacetime and 
in the military fields. 

On February 17 of this year, President 
Eisenhower sent a message to the Con
gress outlining cooperation with other 
nations in the field of atomic energy. 
The President states, in order of impor
tance, the following: "First, increasing 
cooperation with our allies in certain 
atomic energy matters." 

I commend the President for his rec
ognition of the fact that this is the day 
of jets, rapid communication, atomic 
bombs, and now the devastatingly de
structive hydrogen bomb. I commend 
him also for his recognition of the prior
ity which we must give the matter of 
cooperation with our friends across the 
seas. 

I shall attempt to outline the problems 
of the bill, as it concerns international 
cooperation, in three phases: 

First. Does this bill enable our Govern
ment to deal cooperatively and bilater
ally with other nations in peacetime 
atomic energy ·fields? 

Second. Does this bill enable our mili
tary to exchange with NATO, and region
al defense organizations, the informa
tion concerning atomic weapons that is 
needed in our defense plans? 

Third. Does this bill implement the 
President's proposal of December 8, for 
establishing an international atomic 
pool? 

On the first question, I should like to 
point out that we are not alone in this 
world in possessing atomic energy. 
Neither are we alone in developing · 
peacetime atomic power. Twenty other 
countries now have aggressive atomic 
programs in being. 

Let us examine what is perhaps the 
most dramatic appeal of atomic en
ergy to the people of the world. I refer 
to the possibility of producing power 
from the nonfossil fuel, uranium. We all 
know that electrical power is essential to 
modern industry, both here and abroad. 
Indeed, I might point out that the 
Atomic Energy Commisison, in testify
ing before the Joint Committee, stated 
that the expansion of power-generating 
capacity to meet the demands for elec
tric power is mounting rapidly-in fact, 
even more rapidly in other countries 
than in the United States. 

The Atomic Energy Commission also 
testified that Italy, Portugal, Greece, 
Norway, Sweden, Finland, Algeria, and 
Pakistan, can meet less than one-half 
their present demand for power from 
the fuel sources within their own bound
aries. Hydroelectric power is also lim
ited in many areas, and so these power
poor nations of the world, faced with 
the demands of industrilization, can look 
now only to the field of atomic energy 
for the power vital to their well-being. 

These nations know that our country 
has spent vast sums on the atom, and 
that this investment has served to pro
tect all the free nations in their strug
gle against atheistic communism. But 
they also recognize that, concurrent with 
this atomic military strength, the United 
States has developed technological and 
scientific information which form the 
basis for the generation of nuclear power. 
They, therefore, look to us, the most pow
erful nation in western civilization, to 
extend a helping hand. 

These considerations entered into the 
committee's decision to create means 
whereby the United States could assist 
its friends in the development of peace
time power, but they were not the only 
considerations. The United States bas 
for the last 10 years received major por
tions of its uranium from overseas 
sources. This country owes a deep and 
abiding debt of gratitude to these na
tions, all of whom recognize that ura
nium was vital to the protection of free
dom in the world. We have an obliga
tion to these nations-and particularly, 
to Belgium-that we should begin now 
sending back information and tech-

niques which we have developed and 
which will help them develop nuclear 
power in their countries. 

In the main, the international provi
sions of the bill, permitting bilateral co
operation with other nations in the 
peacetime development of atomic en
ergy, are adequate and do permit us to 
meet our legal and moral obligations. 
Both the Atomic Energy Commission 
and the Department of State have testi
fied to this fact, and I endorse these pro
visions of the bill. In writing the provi
sion that enable this needed coopera
t ion-that is, section 144a-the commit
tee approached the problem with judi
cious caution but with recognition at 
the same time that flexibility of action 
must be afforded those who will imple
ment the cooperation. The section deal
ing with cooperation on peacetime uses 
of atomic energy specit.-'ically limits the 
kinds of information that may be com
municated to another nation. The sec
tion is limited to information concern
ing-

First. Refining, purification, and sub
sequent treatment of source material; 

Second. Reactor development; 
Third. Production of special nuclear 

material; 
F.:>urth. Health and safety; 
Fifth. Industrial and other applica

tions of atomic energy for peaceful pur
poses; and 

Sixth. Research and development re
lating to the foregoing. But the section 
adds this provision: 

No such cooperation shall involve com
munication of restricted data relating to the 
design or fabrication of atomic weapons. 

Further, any information communi
cated to another nation must be trans
mitted pursuant to an agreement for 
cooperation entered into in accordance 
with section 123 of the bill. The con
ditio·ns surrounding any agreement for 
cooperation include: 

First. The terms, conditions, duration, 
nature, and scope of the cooperation; 

Second. A guaranty by the cooperat
ing party that security safeguards and 
standards as set forth in the agreement 
for cooperation will be maintained; 

Third. A guaranty by the cooperating 
party that any material to be trans
ferred pursuant to any such agreement 
will not be used for atomic weapons, or 
for research on or development of atomic 
weapons, or for any other military pur
pose; and 

Fourth. A guaranty by the cooperat
ing party that any material or any re
stricted data to be transferred pursuant 
to the agreement for cooperation will 
not be transferred to unauthorized per
sons or beyond the jurisdiction of the 
cooperating party, except as specified in 
the agreement. 

The procedure that any such agree
ment for cooperation must take is: 

First. It must be approved by the Com
mission, or, in the case of the transfer 
of restricted data for the development 
of military plans pursuant to section 
144b., the Department of Defense. 

Second. The President must approve 
the agreement for cooperation. He must 
also make a determination in writing 
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that the performance of the agreement 
for cooperation will promote and will 
not constitute an unreasonable risk to 
the common defense and security. 

Third. The proposed agreement for 
cooperation, together with the Presi
dential approval and determination must 
lie before the Joint Committee for 30 
days while Congress is in session. 

Insofar as bilateral agreements with 
another nation l'!xe concerned-and I 
am limiting this observation to bilateral 
agreements-the provisions of this sec
t io-n provide adequate safeguards to the 
security and cooperation in the peace
time fields for the benefit of our allies. 
Later I shall discuss the subject of deal
ing with a group of nations. 

On the question of the second prob
lem with which this bill deals in the 
international area. Does it enable our 
military to exchange with NATO and 
regional defense organizations to which 
we are a party information concerning 
atomic weapons that is needed in our 
defense plans? My answer is in the 
affirmative. 

The bill before us will permit the De
partment of Defense, under comprehen
sive and rigorous security safeguards, to 
transfer to a regional defense organiza
t ion of which we are a member, such as 
NATO, or to another nation, restricted 
data involved in the tact ical use of atomic 
weapons. The information which is 
permitted to be exchanged must be 
necessary to the development of defense 
plans, the training of personnel in the 
employment of and defense against 
atomic weapons, and the evaluation of 
the capabilities of potential enemies in 
the employment of atomic weapons 
against us. I should like briefly to 
point out why this exchange of informa
tion on weapons is necessary. Let me 
direct attention to the report of the joint 
committee, on page 2, where it declared: 

When the organic law was enacted, atomic 
bombs were regarded by most as strategic 
weapons. Tactical applications of the mil
itary atom were but dimly perceived. Still 
less was it recognized that the time would 
soon come when tactical atomic weapons 
could profoundly, perhaps even decisively, af
fect the operations of the ground forces de
fending Western Europe. With our Nation 
the sole possessor of atomic weapons, and 
with these weapons husbanded for a strategic 
counterblow against an aggressor, there was 
no need for acquainting friendly nations with 
information concerning the effects and mil
itary employment of tactical atomic weap
ons. Today, however, we are engaged with 
our allies in a common endeavor, involving 
common planning and combined forces, to 
dam the tide of Red military power and pre
vent it from engulfing free Europe. 

America's preponderance in atomic weap
on s can offset the numerical superiority of 
the Communist forces, and serve emphatic 
notice on the Soviet dictators that any at
tempt to occupy free Europe or to push fur
ther anywhere into the free world, would 
be foredoomed to failure. Yet, so long as 
our law prohibits us from giving our part
ners in these joint efforts for common de
fense such atomic information as is required 
for realistic military planning, our own na
tional security suffers. 

There, in a nutshell, is the reason why 
we must cooperate in the field of military 
application with our allies. The joint 
committee did not approach this subject 

with casualness. Much time, both in 
public and executive hearings, was de
voted to the defense of the necessity for 
such exchange. After hearing the testi
mony of the Undersecretary of Defense, 
of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, Admiral Radford, and of other 
high military officials, the Committee de
cided that it would be vital to hear first
hand the remarks of General Gruenther. 
Through his able and distinguished rep
resentative and deputy, General Schuy
ler, the committee was informed fully 
of the defense planning for Europe which 
Genera~ Gruenther is so ably conduct
ing. Let me quote briefly from the re
marks of General Schuyler, and if I ever 
commended anything of importance to 
the attention of the Members of the 
Senate, I recommend and commend the 
statement made by General Schuyler, 
from which I now quote: 

We consider that, in any future major 
conflict, nuclear weapons will be u sed both 
in the strategic and in the t actical role. 
The advent of these wea pons provides both 
sides with tremendous destructive power on 
D-day. Hence, no longer, as has been the 
case in most wars of the past, can we expect 
a short breathing space after the initial 
aggression, while both sides complete their 
full war mobilization. In f act, the aggres
sor 's open ing atomic campaign conceivably 
might, if not adequat ely countered, itself 
prove to be decisive in a matter of days. 

The very existence of a large atomic threat 
against us obliges us to plan, ourselves, on 
utilizing atomic weapons and requires that 
we adapt our military machine to these 
conditions. 

During the first 2 years of NATO, our 
plans for the defense of Western Europe 
were based largely upon the use of conven
tional weapons. We made every effort to 
obtain from the various NATO nations the 
level of forces which we felt would be req
uisite to an adequate conventional defense. 
As you know, existing circumstances have 
made it impossible for those count ries, in
cluding the United States, to meet the large 
force requirements which this approach 
called for. 

General Schuyler clearly pointed out 
the role of atomic weapons in the de
fense of the free world. 

It must be clear to all of us that nu
clear weapons will, and should, be used 
in the defense of Western Europe in a 
future major war. The alternatives 
would be: Either not to defend Western 
Europe at all, or to accept the great 
risk of sacrificing a large portion of our 
admittedly insufficient conventional 
forces in what might well be a futile 
attempt to prevent the over-running of 
our NATO allies and the destruction of 
Western European civilization. 

Since we expect nuclear weapons to 
be used by both sides in Europe in any 
future war we need to make additional 
progress in the matter of closely inte
grating the strategy, tactics, and tech
niques of utilizing atomic weapons in 
close support of conventional air
ground operations. 

General Schuyler also pointed out to 
the committee: 

We at SHAPE are giving this matter our 
earnest attention. As you know, we have 
had organized for some time under United 
States auspices, courses of instruction for 
selected allied personnel who hold key com
mand and staff jobs in the NATO complex. 

We have also prepared, in draft form, ready 
for issue within the next few days, a direc
tive covering in some detail the planning 
and operational responsibilities of all com
manders, both ground and air, for the em
ployment of nuclear weapons. But thus 
far, in our school instruction, in our field 
training and in our war planning, we are 
seriously impeded by United States policy re
strictions concerning release of atomic in
formation. 

I add this rejoinder: How foolish can 
we get? 

These compelling reasons presented by 
General Schuyler and which represented 
the views of the Defense Department, 
National Security Council, Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, and the President were, to mem
bers of the committee, compelling, and 
we therefore were moved to amend the 
act, so that the information needed to 
meet these purposes will be made avail
able to our allies. 

Let me turn now to section 144b of 
the bill, which concerns itself with this 
matter. This section permits coopera
tion with a nation or regional defense 
organization with respect to restricted 
data that is necessary to, first, the de
velopment of defense plants. Who could 
quarrel with that? Second, the train
ing of personnel in the employment of 
and defense against atomic weapons. 
Again, who could quarrel with that? 
Third, the evaluation of the capabilities 
of potential enemies in the employment 
of atomic weapons. Who, in the name 
of heaven, could quarrel with that? The 
section, however, provides that no im
portant information concerning the de
sign or fabrication of important parts 
of atomic weapons can be so communi
cated. There is the safeguard. It limits 
such cooperation to the communication 
of restricted data in the above three 
categories and states that it shall not in
clude communication of restricted dat:11 
relating to the design or fabrication of 
atomic weapons except with regard to 
the external characteristics, including 
size weight, and shape, yields and effects, 
and systems employed in the delivery 
or use thereof, but not including-! em
phasize this-any data in these cate
gories unless, in the joint judgment of 
the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Department of Defense, such data will 
not reveal important information con
cerning the design or fabrication of the 
nuclear components of an atomic 
weapon. 

Fundamentally, what are we doing? 
We are merely imparting or communi
cating the data, which we must do, in 
order properly to formulate our plans, to 
train personnel, and to train our allies 
in the means of protection against ag
gression against us through the use of 
atomic weapons by an enemy. 

Thus, the bill makes permissive the 
kind of cooperation which would include 
the transfer of that information which 
will permit our allies to participate in 
planning the defense of the free world 
in any atomic attack from Russia, and 
to know the effects of any weapons that 
will be available for use by the United 
States in helping those other nations join 
in defending the free world against any 
such attack. 
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While section 144b permits the com
munication of this needed information 
to our allies who are joined with us in 
this great common defense against the 
onslaught of the Kremlin, it must, how
ever, be carried out under necessary se
curity safeguards. These are the same 
safeguards which apply to the communi
cation of information on the nonmili
tary application of atomic energy and 
which I have outlined in detail previ
ously in my remarks. 

I should point out for the benefit of 
my colleagues that the section on the 
exchange of military atomic informa
tion has the full support of the Depart
ment of Defense, of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
of the Supreme Commander in Europe, 
of the National Security Council, and, 
indeed, of the President of the United 
States. How far do we have to go? 

I turn now to the third international 
question involved in this legislation. 
This, to me, is the crux of the remarks 
which I am making today, because I 
think that, by far, it is the most im~or
tant part, and concerns the most Im
portant feature of the bill which is be
fore the Senate for consideration. 

Does the bill as it is now written carry 
out the spirit and the purpose for Amer
ica's participation in a peacetime inter
national atomic energy pool, as expressed 
by the President of the United States? 
My answer, I regret to say, is in the nega
tive. It does not. I repeat: It does not. 

I do not mean to take up the time 
of the Senate now to chide the spokes
men for the administration. But I chal
lenge them to take the baton now held 
by the President and show some initia
tive. I want to go on a peace offensive
not with a short spurt or a sprint, not 
with a barrage of words, not with a bur
den of trappings and fearsome hesi
tancy-but an offensive with real direc
tion, staying power, and unconditional 
support. 

I want to tell Senators what I expect 
S. 3690 to do, and I urge the Senate of 
the United States to live up to the 
heritage of this great Nation. 

President Eisenhower, when he made 
that magnificent address before the 
General Assembly of the United Nations 
last December, gave the free peoples of 
the world a taste of that old leadership 
and encouragement which started with 
the Boston Tea Party and carried on 
through the Declaration of Independ
ence, the Bill of Rights, the Monroe 
Doctrine, the Proclamation of Emanci
pation, and the Atlantic Charter. 

He made the first concrete suggestion 
since the Baruch plan for a pattern 
among nations of living with the atom. 

The President, out of his vast experi
ence, and obviously from deep and 
searching thought-and, yes, prayer
came forward with an idea that was 
both great and realistic. He offered a 
staging area for an offensive for peace. 
He proposed, in effect, that since we 
cannot agree with the Russians on the 
removal of the atom as a threat to peace, 
then let us get together with all free
dom-minded nations to develop the atom 
as a building block of peace. 

Perhaps he was tired of inaction. Per
haps his military judgment told him to 

get out of the trenches. Perhaps he was 
inspired. Whatever his motivation, he 
has offered us a possible way upward. 

In s. 3690, we have the first concrete 
opportunity to back the President's 
words with action. We are challenged 
to prove our mettle. We have a course 
laid out for us-at least the first leg of 
the course. Are we going to move? 

I say we must move. I say we must 
respond to the silent pleadings of the 
rest of the free world showing real evi
dence that our resources are un
diminished in terms of faith, courage, 
and vision. 

The step we must take now, firmly, 
unfalteringly, with clear and unmistak
able confidence in the Nation, our people, 
their ambitions and aspirations, and 
their determination, is to see that the 
bill now before the Senate adequately 
supports the President's plan for a con
structive approach to the problem of the 
atom. 

We must amend Senate bill 3690; and 
because I was so determined about the 
most important phase of the proposed 
legislation, I did not dissent, but went 
along with the other phases of the bill. 
But here on the floor of the Senate in 
good conscience I could not do so, and 
what I present is the only amendment 
which I propose to this measure. But I 
say the bill must be amended. 

Without diluting the necessary safe
guards in the international cooperation 
section of the bill, we must make it posi
tive. We cannot sidestep the obligations 
of leadership. We must show some initi
ative and mount an offensive for peace. 

I have proposed only one amendment 
to S. 3690. The arguments for my 
amendment have been placed in the REc
ORD, as well as being attached to Report 
No. 1699, starting on page 100. I have 
urged that the words "group of nations" 
be inserted in the appropriate interna
tional activities sections of the bill. I 
would also strike the so-called Interna
tional Atomic Pool provision of section 
124, which seems to me to be only "eye
wash." My amendment is directed at 
giving true and realistic implementation 
to the ideas proposed by the President 
in his speech to the United Nations last 
December. 

Perhaps the need for my amendment 
can best be explained by recounting the 
history of this great idea for an inter
national atomic pool, its history since 
the President's December speech. That 
proposal was promptly hailed through
out the world as the first genuine show of 
atomic leadership in a world grown 
weary with talk of war and preparation 
for war. It came as a refreshing breeze 
on the brows of men throughout the free 
and neutral world. It restored much 

·of the prestige we had lost as a nation 
during recent years through our con
tinuous emphasis on weapons and mili
tary defenses. 

But the most striking result was the 
Soviet reaction. At first, the Soviet 
delegate to the United Nations reacted 
mechanically, pooh-poohed the proposal, 
and cast aspersions on it. Within 48 
hours, this initial attitude was reversed. 
The Kremlin immediately sensed that 
this new. idea had caught the imagina
tion of peoples everywhere. The Krem-

lin could not afford to appear to be 
standing in the way of any constructive 
step toward peace. The United States 
had seized the initiative, and the Soviets 
had to change their tune abruptly or 
risk a serious loss of face. 

Of course the Soviets did not accept 
the plan; and the fact that they did not 
accept the plan is all the more reason 
why we should accept it. Instead, they 
temporized. They began a campaign to 
study it to death. Conferences were ar
ranged; notes were exchanged. Mr. 
Molotov enticed the earnest and well
meaning Mr. Dulles into conversation in 
Berlin and kept them going at Geneva. 
Until now, more than 6 months later, 
the Soviets fervently wring their hands 
and hope that the idea is approaching 
its death in dusty file drawers, forgotten 
for lack of American courage to push it. 

And where have the spokesmen and 
advisers of American foreign policy been 
all these months? What have they 
done to keep this idea alive? The Voice 
of America gave the international atomic 
pool plan a big buildup at first, but as 
time passed there was little that could 
be said in defense of the seeming pro
crastination, the failure to follow 
through. And so the idea is now men
tioned always in the past tense. Its ul
timate death seems to be as much aided 
by Americans as it is sought and worked 
for by the Kremlin. 

To my colleagues I say most sincerely, 
the trimmers have been at work. The 
fearmongers have taken over. They 
have argued that perhaps the Soviets 
would join the pool plan if negotiations 
could go on in secret. Well-meaning men, 
these are. But what could have played 
into Russia's hands more surely? Here 
is an idea which caught fire in men's 
minds. World pressure was there for 
the asking. Russia could be forced to 
join the plan by world public opinion. 

The myth of Soviet peace motivation 
is scarcely believed anywhere more than 
in Russia and its satellites. What could 
force the hands of the hypocrites more 
than to be faced with their own 
hypocrisy? 

The joint committee has spent days 
considering what it might do to give new 
fire to the President's international 
atomic pool proposal. Yet even in our 
own discussions the fear that we might 
be getting into something we did not 
fully understand came to dominate our 
thinking. Too many comments and ob
servations began with "just suppose." 
"Just suppose; just suppose; just sup
pose." Too many can see only the 
things which might go wrong. I have 
great sympathy for the majority of the 
joint committee, as I have for all of those 
who have been hesitant to advise bold 
action to implement the President's in
ternational atomic pool proposal. But 
I cannot join them. I plead with the 
Senate to help us prove to the world that 
our Nation has the qualities of leader
ship and the courage necessary to start 
us up the road to genuine peace. 

Fear of what might happen leads to 
defensive measures. But no defense has 
ever won against a strong aggressor. 
My amendment seeks to restore life to 
the great idea expressed before the 
:United Nations. I am not fearful that 
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our atomic secrets will flow into enemy 
hands. Instead, I am hopeful that by 
this action the hands of those enemies 
will be constricted in their mqvements. 
All too frequently the statements of our 
public leaders play into the hands of the 
Kremlin. Let it not be so in this case. 
All that the President proposed last De
cember was that we make a start-just 
make a start. That is my plea today to 
the Senate-that we just make a start. 
There is no intention here to turn over 
tons of classified documents or even a 
single scrap of information vital to the 
design of weapon& or to weapon-material 
production. That is not involved. But 
there is a great deal of American know
how which cannot be matched by any 
other nation in the world. That infor
mation is ammunition in our war for 
peace. Who can imagine harm coming 
to the United States if we should assist 
other nations in acquiring atomic devices 
for medical therapy? Who can imagine 
evil flowing from American assistance 
in raising the standards of living, 
through production of atomic power in 
remote and backward areas of the world? 
It is my hope that we win friends, win 
allies, and defeat our enemies, by taking 
the offensive in a cooperative venture. 
We must not expect miracles overnight. 
But the miracles which men accomplish 
require that they put their energies into 
constructive actions. 

There is no international atomic 
agency, there is no existing international 
atomic pool, to which Congress can indi
cate it is prepared to subscribe. But 
there is an idea which we cannot reject 
without demonstrating, for all the world 
to see, that we are afraid of our own 
strength. 

Here is an opportunity. The President 
has taken the lead; he had the courage 
to make a more bold proposal than any
one had dared to expect. Despite all of 
the chipping away at his great idea that 
has been done in the past 6 months by 
both the Kremlin and the ill-advised 
·counselors here at home, that idea still 
stands. That standard is still ready for 
us to grasp and carry forward. The next 
move is up to the Congress, not the Pres
ident. Without some positive sign that 
the representatives of the people are 
behind him, he cannot do less than heed 
the advise of those who counsel fear. 

As the bill was reported to the Senate, 
as it now lies on the desks of Senators, 
without my amendment, it does not go 
far enough to indicate our willingness, 
our preparedness, to implement the 
President's idea. 

At the cos~~ of repetition, let me say 
that the harm it does is stated in the 
conclusion of my dissenting view, begin
ning on page 104 of the report, namely: 

The very foundation of our foreign policy 
has been built on a philosophy of collective
ness. As a result we have seen the free world 
grow stronger step by step. It would be 
wiser for us to take no action at all, rather 
t~an injure the spirit of unity which now 
p::3vails in the free world. Psychologically, 
I am afraid that we do exactly this if we 
make it more diflicult for us to deal with a 
group of nations, as against dealing with 
one nation in this very important field. 

In other words, Mr. President, under 
the provisions and strict requirements of 
section 123, the Commission is told, in 

effect, "You can deal with one nation at 
a time; but if you wish to deal with both 
Canada and Great Britain at the same 
time, you must, first, either have the 
Senate ratify a tre~ty in that connection, 
or a joint resolution for that purpoEe 
must be passed by both Houses of Con
gress"-isolationism, Mr. President, in 
the nth degree. 

Mr. President, I have discussed at 
great length-and I apologize for the 
length of my presentation-the details 
of this vital piece of proposed legisla
tion. I have taken the time of the Sen
ate, however, because I have a deep be
lief that, upon an understanding of the 
issues involved and of the careful study 
and consideration that have gone into 
the framing of these legislative proposals, 
both sides of the aisle will approve them. 

The field of atomic energy is too closely 
interwoven with our !lational well-being 
to be subject to narrow, partisan consid
eration. I am sure this measure will not 
be so involved. 

To me, this bill is more than just a 
modernization of existing law. It is, 
rather, a part of the collective armament 
of the free world in the battle of good 
against evil. Atomic energy Is a God
given force. It can be a force for good. 
It is for us to choose to use it wisely. 
With the great power locked in the heart 
of the atom, we can, if we approach it 
with humility and wisdom, establish 
order in this world and, with it, bring to 
humanity both the material things es
sential to the well-being of man and an 
era of peace which recognizes the dig
nity and nobility of spirit which God in 
his great love for man has ordained to 
be ours. 

Mr. President, as we here debate this 
measure, let us not forget that free men 
everywhere are following the course of 
our deliberations. Free men everywhere 
look to us to provide a way to bend the 
atom to the ways of peace. We must 
rise to meet the challenge that world 
circumstances and our leadership have 
placed before us. We must provide an 
answer in deeds-not in words-to the 
vicious. competition of evil world-com
munism in its battle with us of the free 
world for the minds and souls of men. 

With full sincerity, Mr. President, I 
urge that the Senate adopt my amend
ment, and then pass the bill as thus 
amended. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Rhode Island yield to 
me? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. First, I should like 

to commend the able Senator from 
Rhode Island for his most able presen
tation of this entire subject matter. He 
has done a remarkable job. 

If he will permit me to do so, I should 
like to ask him a few, brief questions 
regarding the latter part of his remarks, 
that dealing with the international as
pects. 

Do I correctly understand that, under 
the bill, the President is authorized to 
exchange certain information, under 
adequate safeguards-as the Senator 
from Rhode Island so carefully pointed 
out-with an individual nation, but that 
if 2 or 3 nations happened to be involved 
in exactly the same matter and the same 

interest, the President could not engage 
in such an exchange with them, without 
the ratification by the Senate of a treaty 
or without the taking of appropriate leg
islative action by both Houses of Con
gress? 

I wonder if the Senator can enlight
en those of us who are not members of 
the joint committee as to just why that 
distinction is made. 

Mr. PASTORE. The distinction is 
made-and I think the argument is 
fuzzy and flimsy-on the theory that we 
can trust 1, but we cannot trust 2. That 
is it, in essence. We can trust Canada 
if we deal with her alone, and we can 
trust Great Britain if we deal with her 
alone. But if we sit down with both 
Canada and Great Britain, we cannot 
trust them. In essence, that is what 
the bill says. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. As I interpret the 
message of President Eisenhower and 
other messages on the same subject; go
ing back to the time when atomic energy 
ceased to be the great secret it once 
was, including the message President 
Truman delivered to the United Nations 
on October 24, 1950, as I recall, and other 
messages on the same subject, going back 
to the Baruch plan, they contemplated 
some kind of international agreement in
to which all nations would enter. We 
know that that plan has been held up 
by reason of the unwillingness of the 
Kremlin and its satellites to enter into 
any such arrangement. Can we hope to 
make much headway in working toward 
that ultimate goal if the relations are to 
be only on a single-nation basis? 

Mr. PASTORE. The tragedy which 
inspired the present provision in the bill 
lies in the fact that those who advocate 
this provision are assisting Russia in her 
position of not being allowed into the 
pool. That is precisely what they are 
afraid of. They are afraid that Russia 
might come into the peactime pool. In 
other words, they are upholding the at
titude of Russia. I do not say that they 
are unpatriotic. They are honorable 
men. Possibly they are better Ameri
cans than I am, but that is the argument 
that is being made. 

To me that is the tragedy of our time. 
I believe that when the President of the 
United States spoke before the United 
Nations on that day in December, he 
rocked the world. He gave hope to the 
people of the world. He showed, once 
and for all, that atomic energy could 
be put to a useful purpose. He showed 
that we could use it to build up the 
hearts and minds of men, and lift them 
from their poverty and squalor. He 
showed that we could give them hope 
and build up their standard of living. 
That message electrified the entire world. 

What are we saying in this bill? Not 
a single thing in the field of cooperating. 
with a group of nations could be done 
under the provisions of the bill, if it were 
enacted, that could not be done under 
present law. In other words, if we should 
not enact the pending bill, under the 
McMahon Act we could negotiate an 
atomic pool by way of a treaty, because 
that is a constitutional right. Even the 
McMahon Act could not affect that right. 
It is distinctly so stated in the McMahon 
Act. We can impart information to 
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other nations, provided they enter into 
an agreement sanctioned by both 
branches of Congress, or by way of a 
treaty. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me ask one fur
ther question, and then I shall not detain 
the able Senator longer. 

I have read with great interest the 
dissent, the minority views-or perhaps 
a better description would be the sup
plemental views-expressed by the able 
Senator in connection with the report, 
in which he very forcefully sets forth 
the arguments on this subject. 

One thing which caught my attention 
was his reference to the fact that in the 
bill as it was being studied by the com
mittee his amendment was included. 
Apparently somewhere along the way the 
committee struck from the bill what the 
able Senator now seeks to restore in it. 

Mr. PASTORE. In writing the clean 
bill that is precisely what was done. 
There is a new tragedy. In the first place 
the committee put the amendment into 
the bill, aml then, after some delibera
tion, took it out. In that way it was 
accentuated. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That provision was 
emphasized. 

Mr. PASTORE. Yes. Psychologically 
I think we broke down the morale and 
the unity which we have been able to 
achieve over the years. In my opinion, 
that is very harmful. I feel more 
strongly about that provision than I do 
about any other part of the bill. Our 
action in that connection was a step 
backward, not forward. Anyone who 
supports the provision of the pending 
bill with relation to international co
operation disagrees with the President 
of the United States. I make that as a 
categorical statement. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had in
sisted upon its amendments to the bill 
(S. 2900) to authorize the sale of certain 
land in Alaska to the Harding Lake 
Camp, Inc., of Fairbanks, Alaska, for use 
as a youth camp, and related purposes, 
disagreed to by the Senate; agreed to the 
conference asked by the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. SAYLOR, Mr. 
D'EWART, Mr. DAWSON of Utah, Mr. 
ENGLE, and Mr. ASPINALL were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill <H. R. 9006) to 
amend the act of May 22, 1896, as 
amended, concerning the loan or gift of 
works of art and other material. 

The message also further announced 
that the House had severally agreed to 
the amendment of the Senate to the fol
lowing bills of the House: 

H. R. 2617. An act for the relief of Guil
lermo Morales Chacon; 

H. R. 6642. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Augusta Selmer-Andersen; and 

H. R. 8713. An act to amend section 1 (d) 
of the Helium Act (50 U.S. C. sec. 161 (d)), 
and to repeal section 3 (13) of the act en
titled "An act to amend or repeal certain 

Government property laws, and for other 
purposes", approved October 31, 1951 (65 
Sta t. 701)~ 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9242) to authorize certain con
struction at military and naval installa
tions and for the Alaska Communica
tions System, and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message further announced that 

the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the President pro 
tempore: 

s. 1276. An act to amend the Bankhead
Janes Farm Tenant Act, as amended, so as to 
provide for a variable interest rate, second 
mortgage security for loans under title I, and 
for other purposes; 

S. 3539. An act to further amend title II 
of the Career Compensation Act of 1949, as 
amended, to provide for the computation of 
reenlistment bonuses for members of the 
uniformed services; 

H . R. 1067. An act to authorize the 
Supreme Court of the United States to make 
and publish rules for procedure on review 
of decisions of The Tax Court ·of the United 
States; 

H. R. 1673. An act for the relief of James I. 
Smith; 

H. R. 5578. An act for the relief of Hatsuko 
Kuniyoshi Dillon; 

H. R . 5731. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to construct facilities to 
provide water for irrigation, municipal, 
domestic, military, and other uses from the 
Santa Margarita River, Calif., and for other 
purposes; and 

H. R. 7664. An act to provide for the de
velopment of the Priest R apids site on the 
Columbia River, Wash., under a license issued 
pursuant to the Federal Power Act. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on today, July 15, 1954, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bills: 

S 1276. An act to amend the Bankhead
Janes Farm Tenant Act, as amended, so as to 
provide for a variable interest rate, second 
mortgage security for loans under title I. and 
for other purposes; and 

S. 3539. An act to further amend title II 
of the Career Compensation Act of 1949, 
as amended, to provide for the computation 
of reenlistment bonuses for members of the 
uniformed services; 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and 
for. other purposes. 

Mr. BRICKER obtained the floor. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Ohio yield in order 
that I may suggest the absence of a 
quorum? 

Mr. BRICKER. I am glad to yield 
provided I do not lose the floor. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Of course. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so or~ered. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LENNON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, at this 
time I desire to comment on the minor
ity views of the junior Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] with refer
ence to the international cooperation 
provisions of S. 3690 to amend the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946. -

First, le~ me express my agreement 
with the junior Senator from Rhode 
Island to the effect that the bill before 
the Senate represents a splendid ex
ample of bipartisanship on the part of 
all members of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. This highly technical 
and complex bill is, of course, the product 
of numerous compromises. Several por
tions of the bill do not have my un
qualified endorsement, but I feel that I 
can support the measure in substantially 
its present form without sacrificing what 
I regard as any matter of strong prin
ciple. In particular, I regret that the 
safeguards surrounding the interna
tional exchange of atomic energy infor
mation were not made stronger. How
ever, the security safeguards contained 
in the bill do not appear to me to be so 
low as to require a negative vote on my 
part. 

The junior Senator from Rhode Island 
proposes to strike from the bill section 
124 reading as follows: 

SEC. 124. International atomic pool: The 
President is authorized to enter into an in
ternational arrangement with a group of na
tions providing for international coopera
tion in the nonmilitary applications of 
atomic energy and he may thereafter co
operate with that group of nations pur
suant to E.ections 54, 57, 64, 82, 103, 104, or 
144a: Provided, however, That the coopera
tion is undertaken pursuant to an agreement 
for cooperation entered into in accordance 
with section 123. 

The words "international arrange
ment'' are defined as follows in section 
11k of the bill: 

k. The term "international arrangement" 
means any international agreement here
after approved by the Congress or any treaty 
during the time such agreement or treaty 
is in full force and effect, but does not in
clude any agreement for cooperation. 

In other words, such cooperation 
would be outside the control of Congress 
or of the Senate in the ratification of a 
treaty. 

The junior Senator from Rhode Is
land also proposes to insert in section 
123 of the bill the phrase "group of na
tions." This would empower the Presi
dent, without obtaining the approval of 
the Congress or the Senate, to make 
multilateral agreements with other na
tions involving the foreign distribution 
of special nuclear material and the dis
closure of classified atomic energy in
formation. 

It was at my suggestion that the Joint 
Conunittee on Atomic Energy deleted 
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the phrase "group of nations" from sec
tion 123. As a result of this amendment 
to the bill in committee, the President 
cannot, without the approval of the 
Senate or of the Congress, commit the 
United States to participation in any in
ternational atomic pool. However, the 
bill-section 144b-does empower the 
President to convey certain information 
relating to the military application of 
atomic weapons to a group of nations, 
but only if such group of nations is a 
regional defense organization to which 
the United States is a party. 

It was also at my suggestion that the 
joint committee added section 124 to 
the bill authorizing the President to en
ter into an international agreement in
volving the creation of an international 
atomic energy pool. The net effect of 
the committee's action is to require the 
President to submit to the Senate for 
ratification as a treaty, or, where appro
priate, to both Houses of Congress for 
their approval, any international agree
ment involving the transfer of special 
nuclear materials or the disclosure of 
secret atomic-energy information to the 
United Nations or to any other group of 
nations. 

The junior Senator from Rhode Island 
and I are in full accord as to the effect 
of the committee's action, although we 
do not agree as to the wisdom of that 
action. The effect of the joint com
mittee's action is accurately explained 
as follows in the minority views: 

It should be noted that these agreements 
for cooperation can be entered into only 
bilaterally; that is to say, the statute does 
not authorize the President to enter into 
agreements for cooperation with a group of 
nations or with an international agency 
unless, as specified in section 124, an inter
national agreement has previously been en
tered into with a group of nations. This 
means that the President must negotiate a 
treaty (which must receive the approval of 
two-thirds of the Senate before it can be 
effective), or an executive agreement (which, 
under the terms of the law, must be sub
mitted to both Houses of Congress and re
ceive a favorable majority vote before it can 
become effective), before he can cooperate 
under the bill with any group of nations. 

Why should not the President be re
quired to submit to the Senate or to 
both Houses of Congress any interna
tional agreement implementing his pro
posal for an international atomic energy 
pool? It is almost universally conceded 
that President Eisenhower's address be
fore the United Nations General Assem
bly on December 8, 1953, contained a 
bold and somewhat revolutionary sug
gestion for ending the cold war. The 
importance of that address has not been 
exaggerated either in the public press or 
elsewhere. We are, therefore, by almost 
universal agreement, concerned with a 
matter of transcendent importance to 
the security of the United States and to 
the peace of the world. To put it 
bluntly, I am shocked by the suggestion 
that the Congress should give the Presi
dent a blank check to implement his 
revolutionary proposal to end the cold 
war. I am particularly shocked in view 
of the fact that President Eisenhower 
has not requested any such blank check. 
Referring to the creation of an Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency in his 

speech before the General Assembly, 
President Eisenhower said·: 

I would be prepared to submit to the 
Congress of the United States, and with 
every expectation of approval, any such plan. 

That can be done under the bill as re
ported by the committee, and the amend
ment of the Senator from Rhode Island 
is not necessary to carry out the plan of 
the President. 

Several months later, on February 17, 
1954, to be exact, the President said in 
his special message to the Congress on 
atomic energy: 

These recommendations are apart from my 
proposal to seek a new basis for international 
cooperation in the field of atomic energy as 
outlined in my address before the General 
Assembly of the United Nations last Decem
ber. Consideration of additional legislation 
which may be needed to implement that pro
posal should await the development of areas 
of agreement as a result of our discussions 
with other nations. (H. Doc. No. 328, 83d· 
Cong., 2d sess., p. 4.) 

The negotiations to which the Presi
dent referred are still going on. They 
are being conducted in secret. When Mr. 
Dulles testified before the joint commit
tee last month the Soviet Union had not 
finally rejected the idea of joining an 
international atomic pool, although such 
participation seems most unlikely. Sen
ators will recall that the President in his 
United Nations address expressly condi
tioned his proposal on the willingness of 
the Soviet Union to join in the pooling 
arrangement. In view of all these un
certainties, the President was absolutely 
right, in my judgment, in ·warning 
against hasty or premature action by the 
Congress on his bold, new approach for 
international cooperation in the atomic
energy field. 

I simply cannot understand the rea
soning of those who urge that Congress 
or the Senate abdicate its constitutional 
prerogatives in this highly fluid and un
certain situation. We can all agree, I 
think, as to the general desirability of an 
international atomic-energy pool in a 
world at peace. Personally, however, I 
have grave doubts that it is possible to 
create such a pool in the present inter
national climate without endangering 
the security of the United States. 

That is the reason why I want the 
Congress or the Senate to attempt a 
careful survey of any proposal for an in
ternational pool which might be submit
ted by the President. He has never asked 
anything else than what I propose. 

Naturally I have no objection to the 
negotiations now underway. In fact, I 
am delighted that the President and his 
Secretary of State are exploring with 
such diligence this possible avenue to a 
more peaceful world. Nevertheless I am 
unalterably opposed to authorizing in the 
bill now before the Senate the conclusion 
of an agreement for an international 
atomic-energy pool without further ref
erence to the Senate or to the Congress. 

The junior Senator from Rhode Island 
points out in his minority views that sec
tion 124 of the bill "does little more than 
restate the powers he-the President
already has under the Constitution and 
existing law." That is true. Section 124 
could be deleted from the bill without de
tracting from the President's authority 

in any way whatsoever, because it is a 
constitutional power which the President 
of the United States has. 

Although section 124 actually confers 
no authority on the President to carry 
out his atomic pool plan in addition to 
tl:at which he already possesses, I be
lieve that section 124 should be retained 
in the bill as an expression of Congress' 
hope that the international atomic pool 
idea will be thoroughly investigated. 

Three reasons are presented in the 
minority views of the junior Senator 
from Rhode Island for empowering the 
President in advance, and without ap
proval of the Senate or the Congress, to 
make international agreements with a 
group of nations involving the transfer 
of special nuclear material and the dis
closure of secret atomic energy informa
tion. The first reason is stated in these 
words: 

Consider the effect on the downtrodden 
of Asia, for example, if the Soviet Union 
should seize the initiative in bringing to 
these power-starved nations the great ben
efits of atomic energy. I say on that day we 
shall have lost the battle. 

If anything is certain in this uncertain 
world, it is that the Soviet Union is not 
going to export fissionable materials be
yond the Iron Curtain. These mate
rials, it must be remembered, can be used 
in the making of atomic weapons. They 
can be used for research on or develop
ment of atomic weapons. That sober
ing fact is recognized in section 123a 
(3) which requires a guaranty by the 
nation receiving such material that it 
will not be used for military purposes. 
Obviously, the special nuclear material 
proposed to be transferred in accordance 
with the terms of agreements for co
operation can be used to make an atom 
bomb. Otherwise, there would be no 
reason for the guaranty required by 
section 123a (3). In my judgment, it is 
virtually certain that the Soviet Union 
is not going to transfer the nuclear ma
terial with which to make an atom bomb 
either outside the Iron Curtain or to any 
of its satellite nations. 

The second reason advanced in the 
minority views for the proposed abdica
tion of senatorial and congressional 
responsibility is stated in these words: 

I find it very difficult to reconcile this 
distinction (between bilateral and multi
lateral agreements for cooperation) and I 
would further point out that this is not so, 
for the information with which we are here 
concerned is of a low degree of sensitivity 
and is far removed from the area of infor
mation on atomic weapons and atomic pro
duction that we must carefully circumscribe. 

I respectfully submit that this view is 
not only fallacious but exceedingly dan
gerous. The material to be transferred 
under the agreements for cooperation 
authorized by this bill are intended, of 
course, solely for the development of 
peacetime uses of atomic energy within 
the territory of the recipient nation. 
The fact is, and all authorities on atomic 
technology agree, that there is no way in 
which to separate the peaceful and the 
military uses of fissionable material. 
The same material that is used in power 
development can also be used in bomb 
development. In adctition, dual-pw·pose 



10570 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 15 

reactors produce both power and mili .. 
tarily useful byproduct material. To 
say that little danger is attached to the 
making of these agreements for coopera
tion is truly reckless. We need only to 
visualize a large nuclear reactor in 
northern India serving simultaneously 
the power purposes of that neutral na
tion and the military purposes of Red 
China. 

The bill provides internal evidence to 
the effect that we are not dealing with 
materials and information of any low 
degree of sensitivity. Section 2h of the 
bill reads as follows: 

2h. It is essential to the common defense 
and security that title to all special nuclear 
material be in the United States while such 
special nuclear material is within the United 
States. 

If it is not consistent with the com
mon defense and security to give title to 
special nuclear material to American cit
izens and corporations, it can hardly be 
said that yielding such title to a foreign 
nation is not fraught with danger. 

In other words, we deny the ownership 
of special nuclear material to citizens of 
the United States or to corporations of 
this country, even to be used for peace
ful purposes; yet we intend, by the order 
of one man, or the agreement of one 
man, to transfer title and jnformation to 
the other nations of the world. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Does not that indi

cate very strongly that the Senator is 
opposed to the bill? 

Mr. BRICKER. I am not opposed to 
the bill; all I ask is that Congress or the 
Senate of the United States-either one 
or the other-as well as the President, 
simply take a look at this to see whether 
there is any danger involved. 

Mr. PASTORE. No matter how one 
may look at it, the end result is to give 
away nuclear materials; and the Senator 
is arguing against that. 

Mr. BRICKER. If it is a dangerous 
arrangement, we ought to understand 
what it portends. While I am willing to 
take that risk in dealing with a few of 
our allies, I cannot support the assump
tion of that risk in dealings with the 
United Nations or with any large group 
of nations. 

There is nothing in the bill, if the 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Rhode Island be adopted, which 
would prevent the United States from 
dealing with the United Nations, with 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
nations, or with any other group of 
nations which might be organized, and 
that without submitting one iota of the 
contract provisions to the Senate or to 
Congress. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Is it not a fact that 

no matter what agreement is made, or 
with whatever number of nations, under 
section 123 the conditions, terms, and 
periods must be set forth to Congress? 
The President of the United States must 
make a certificate in writing that our 
national security is not being jeopard
ized. All those things have to be done 

before contracts can be made, all this 
has to be stated to Congress. 

Why does the Senator from Ohio try 
to create the impression that if we deal 
with one nation we shall have to tell all 
these things, but if we deal with two 
nations we shall not have to tell them. 
Of course we have to tell them. 

Mr. BRICKER. There is a wide dif
ference between dealing with one nation 
of the world through an individual, and 
dealing with a number of nations or a 
multitude of nations. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. So the argument 

made by the Senator from Ohio is that 
we could trust one nation, but we could 
not trust two. 

Mr. BRICKER. The President could 
bind one nation, as he could not bind 
a group of nations? 

Mr. PASTORE. Why not? 
Mr. BRICKER. The Senator from 

Rhode Island reco~nizes, as well as I 
do, that there is a reason for dealing with 
one or two other nations of the world, 
when there is no reason for dealing with 
a multitude or a group of nations. I sub
mit that the United States might enter 
into an agreement with England or with 
Canada, as the Senator has suggested, 
but that is not the contrast which makes 
the problem apparent. When we are 
dealing with a group of nations, one of 
whom, perhaps, we do not have a right 
to trust, or whom we should not trust, 
and another of whom we do trust, while 
that nation trusts the nation whom we 
distrust, as we find now in the United 
Nations, in th~ Geneva Conference, and 
in other international affairs, the Presi
dent of the United States and the State 
Department would be under great pres
sure. If there were organized, among 
Italy, France, Belgium, Great Britain, 
and Canada, a cooperative movement 
for pooling with the United States their 
atomic resources, whatever they might 
have, and if there were an agreement 
reached among them, the President 
would be in a very difficult situation to 
have to say that Italy could not come in, 
that Germany could not come in, that 
Great Britain could not come in, but 
that some other countries could come in. 

Congress could do that without any re
flection at all. That is all I am asking. 

Mr. PASTORE. The President of the 
United States is of the opposite polit
ical belief to that which I entertain--

Mr. BRICKER. I said in the begin
ning that there was no partisanship in 
this matter, and I hope none will come 
into it, although I think I have detected 
a good bit of partisanship. 

Mr. PASTORE. I do not think the 
President of the United States would 
allow himself to be ·hoodwinked in the 
sense which the Senator from Ohio has 
explained. I think the President of the 
United States, or any other man who 
rises to that position of dignity, will have 
the courage and the stamina not to be 
frightened. I think his first concern 
will be for the security of the United 
States of America. 

What does the Senator from Ohio 
mean when he says the President of the 
United States will be placed in a delicate 

position to say "No" to a risk? I do not 
believe that for 1 minute. But I am say
ing that when the provisions of section 
123 of the bill are set forth before Con
gress, Congress can repudiate. But what 
the Senator is saying in his amendment 
is that when we deal with a group of na
tions, we shall have to have two bites at 
the cherry: first of all, it will be neces
sary to negotiate a treaty, which the 
Senate will have to approve. Then, 
after a treaty has been approved, it will 
still be necessary, under section 124, to 
return to section 123 and to spell out all 
the conditions. In other words, the same 
thing will be done twice. 

Mr. BRICKER. In response to the 
statement of the Senator from Rhode 
Island, the same argument was made in 
the Constitutional Convention. As a 
result of the argument, the provision was 
placed in the Constitution requiring 
ratification of treaties by the Senate of 
the United States. 

There is no authority to give the Presi
dent power in advance. I do not believe 
power should be given in advance to 
evade the responsibilities under the Con
stitution to submit a treaty to the Sen .. 
ate of the United States. There have 
developed since that time international 
dealings, under which this Nation co
operates with other nations by means 
of what are known as executive agree
ments. 

The Senator will remember the dis
cussions on the floor a short time ago, in 
regard to the danger of 1-man rule in 
this country, as was authorized by the 
decision of the Supreme Court in the 
Pink case. As a result, the Senate sought 
to put a safeguard around international 
or executive agreements, by requiring 
their submission to Congress. 

This is a most important field with 
which Congress is dealing at this time, 
perhaps the most important with which 
it has dealt during this session. It is a 
field in which the safety of the world is 
affected. It is a field in which, possibly, 
the whole defense of the United States 
may be affected. The peace of the world 
m~y be affected by it. 

So I feel that Congress should be 
guaranteed a second look before there 
occurs any international pooling, as 
among many nations of the world, of this 
most valuable and vital material. We 
represent the people of the United 
States. We have a trust which we should 
not give up. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield further. 
Mr. PASTORE. I subscribe to every

thing the Senator from Ohio· has just 
said, but what I fail to recognize is the 
distinction he tries to make. If the 
Senator takes the position that in deal
ing with any nation, we should do so 
under the process of the Constitution, 
by way of a treaty which must be rati
fied by two-thirds of the Senate in all 
cases, that is perfectly proper. But the 
only trouble I find with his logic is this: 
In the case of dealing with 1 nation, 
it is all right to do so without a treaty; 
but if we deal with 2 nations, we must 
have a treaty. Will the Senator please 
tell me why he makes the distinction? 
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Mr. BRICKER. I must have been very 

obscure in what I said, because I have 
been trying to explain my position for 
about 10 minutes. What I have been 
trying to do is to draw a distinction 
between a bilateral agreement, which 
binds the two nations exclusively, and 
entering into an agreement with a group 
of nations, in which we must deal with 
the nation that becomes most dangerous, 
and becomes the weakest linlc 

As the Senator well knows, there are 
certain practical situations which we 
must face, which are obvious to us, which 
have been discussed back and forth in 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Ener
gy, as to whether the President or the 
Commission should have authority to 
work out deals with one nation. I think 
that is an obvious necessity. The need 
is much greater in that case than it is 
in the case of an international pooling 
arrangement, and it has nothing to do 
with the international pooling. 

Mr. PASTORE. I do not want to get 
into a discussion of restricted data any 
more than does the distinguished Sen
ator from Ohio, but I still contend that 
in order to be consistent in the principle 
he is trying to enunciate, the Senator 
should say that in all cases the arrange
ments with nations ought to come to 
the Senate by way of treaty. When he 
begins to make a distinction between 
nation No. 1 and nation No. 2, on the 
ground that nation No. 1 can be trusted, 
but nation No.2 cannot be, I say that is 
a distinction which he will find difficulty 
in maintaining. 

Mr. BRICKER. I have in writing a 
statement which I think may be clearer 
than what I have already said, and may 
help to answer questions raised by the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

With regard to the last statement 
made by the Senator, I wish to say there 
is not involved a matter of trust or con
fidence; it is a matter of carrying out 
our constitutional responsibility. I for 
one do not want to evade the constitu
tional responsibility which I assumed as 
a Senator of the United States. 

The final reason advanced in support 
of the minority views is that there is no 
greater danger in dealing with a large 
group of nations than there is in deal
ing with particular nations individually. 
For example, it is stated in the minority 
views of the junior Senator from Rhode 
Island: 

If the President can deal with a single na
tion in the atomic field under the stringent 
safeguards prescribed in this bill, then he 
should be able to deal with a group of na
tions under the same stringent arrange
ment. 

This contention ignores an interna
tional fact of life that has been demon
strated again and again over the past 
decade; that is, the pressure for rati
fication of international agreements in
creases in almost geometric proportion 
to the number of parties to the agree
ment. The history of the Genocide Con
vention is a good example. 

Throughout the negotiations on the 
Genocide Convention, for instance, the 
representative of our State Department, 
Mr. John Maktos, took the very sound 
position that the definition of genocide 
should contain the words "with the com-

plicity of the Government... I think the 
Senator will agree with me that the in
clusion of those words is essential if we 
are to effectuate what is desired-to put 
an end to race killing. 

Mr. Maktos felt, as I do, that genocide 
could not be committed without Govern
ment participation, or that without such 
participation could it be an international 
crime. In addition, Mr. Maktos pro
posed on behalf of the United States that 
"political groups" be included among the 
groups to be protected by the terms of 
the Genocide Convention. At the insist
ence of the Soviet Union, the United 
States was outvoted and "political 
groups" excluded from the terms of the 
Genocide Convention. As is well known, 
the Soviet Union contends that none of 
the 10 million people in its slave-labor 
camps were sent there by reason of be
longing to any "national, ethnical, racial, 
or religious group" within the meaning of 
the Genocide Convention. All of those 
slaves, according to the Soviet Union, 
are political enemies of the state. 

It is perfectly obvious that if the 
United States had been writing a Geno
cide Convention with Great Britain as 
the other party, the word "genocide" 
would have been properly defined. How
ever, in the form in which the Genocide 
Convention was submitted to the Senate, 
the word "genocide" is so defined as to 
make the treaty a fraud and a hoax. 
Nevertheless, the then President of the 
United States urged its ratification. In 
spite of the fact that the Genocide Con
vention fell far short of embodying the 
views of the United States, the pressure 
of world opinion could not be resisted by 
him. Those same pressures would oper
ate at any international conference at
tended by scores of nations for the pur
pose of drawing up an agreement for an 
international atomic-energy pool. The 
United States would be under extremely 
heavy pressure to go along with a rna .. 
jority of the nations represented. 

On the other hand, when the United 
States negotiates with one other nation 
on a particular international agreement, 
the pressures for ratification are much 
less. If the President refuses to sign the 
agreement, or if the Senate refuses to 
consent to ratification, it is unlikely that 
illwill or misunderstanding will result. 
Examples could be cited endlessly prov
ing the opposite result when the United 
States refuses to go along with scores of 
other nations. We have been criticized 
viciously around the world for our re
fusal, in many instances. 

As I construe the bill reported by the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, its 
purpose is not to spread the benefits of 
atomic energy throughout all of the 
underdeveloped countries of the world. 
In the first place, there are relatively 
few countries that are now in a position 
to guarantee that classified information 
and fissionable materials will be proper
ly safeguarded against the Communist 
threat within their own countries. In 
supporting the international cooperation 
provisions of S. 3690, I do see the need 
for making agreements for cooperation 
with Great Britain, with Canada, and 
with several other countries that have 
in the past made significant contribu
tions to our atomic-energy program. 

In my judgment, it would be the 
height of folly for the Congress to au
thorize the President to transfer special 
nuclear material and secret atomic-en
ergy information to the United Nations, 
or to any of its specialized agencies, or 
to any group of nations. In the first 
place, secrets cannot be maintained in 
the United Nations, and probably not by 
any large group of nations. If I am 
wrong in this, however, the President will 
not be prevented from making such 
agreements and then asking the Senate 
or the Congress, whichever is the appro
priate body, to give its consent. 

To repeat, nothing in the bill as re
ported by the committee-! wish to em
phasize what I have just stated, nothing 
in the bill as reported by the commit
tee-prevents the President from mak
ing agreements for cooperation with the 
United Nations or with groups of na
tions, provided, however, that he submits 
the proposed treaty or agreement to the 
Senate or to the Congress, respectively. 
I will not, however, be a party to giving 
the President a blank check in a field 
where a single mistake on his part could 
seriously jeopardize the security of the 
United States, and, as I pointed out ear
lier, the President has not asked for any 
such blank check. On the contrary, in 
his United Nations address on December 
8, 1953, he specifically said that he would 
submit the plan for an international 
atomic pool to the Congress. 

There is one respect in which I believe 
that the security standards set forth in 
section 123b should be tightened. That 
section, as reported by the committee, 
contains the following requirement: 

b. The President has approved and author
ized the execution of the proposed agreement 
for cooperation, and has made a determina
tion in writing that the performance of the 
proposed agreement will promote and will 
not constitute an unreasonable risk to the 
common defense and security. 

That is a prerequisite to entering into 
such an arrangement. 

I should now like to offer a proposed 
amendment to that section of the bill 
striking out, on page 53, lines 5 and 6, 
the words "the performance of." In its 
present form, almost any proposed 
agreement for cooperation would satis
fy the security test set forth in section 
123b. For example, the President would 
have no difficulty in finding that "the 
performance of" a proposed agreement 
for cooperation with Red China would 
promote and would not constitute an 
unreasonable risk to the common de
fense and security. No such agreement 
should be made, of course, because it is 
absolutely certain, at the present time 
at least, that Red China would not per
form the agreement in accordance with 
its terms. In other words, the Presi
dent should be required to find that the 
proposed agreement for cooperation will 
in fact be performed, and not merely 
that the agreement, if performed, will 
not constitute a danger to the security 
of the United States. 

Mr. President, I submit the amend
ment, and ask that it be printed and 
lie on the table until consideration of 
amendments is in order. 



10572 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 15 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received and printed 
and will lie on the table. 

Mr. BRICKER. I may state at this 
time that I have talked to members of 
the staff of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy about this matter, and 
they have a suggestion which may be 
used as a substitute for the amendment 
later on, if it is agreeable to the other 
members of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. I am hopeful that can 
be worked out, but I do not want the 
bill left with only a prerequisite that "if 
the President of the United States finds 
that the carrying out of the provisions 
of the agreement shall not imperil the 
United States." I want it to read that 
the agreement itself if carried out will 
not imperil the safety of the United 
States. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Ohio yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PAYNE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Ohio yield to the Senator from 
Iowa? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I have been 

very much interested in the statement 
of the Senator from Ohio. In the main, 
I think I find myself in very thorough 
agreement with him. 

The question of whether the Presi
dent shall be authorized by this bill to 
go forward with the negotiation of 
agreements with a group of nations 
which is as yet nebulous and unknown, 
was . one which came before the Joint 
Committee for rather exhaustive con
sideration. I think it safe to say that 
the Joint Committee, as now constituted, 
would look with great friendliness upon 
a proposition-which might be sub
mitted at a later date by the President
to the effect that there were in the offing 
tentative arrangements whereby a cer
tain group of nations was willing to 
enter into a cooperative effort for the 
safeguarding of atomic-energy matters, 
and yet contributing to the progress, 
atomicwise, of the world. 

However, the committee considered, in 
its judgment-of course, there was some 
disagreement among the members, but, 
in the main, this was the judgment of 
the committee-that it was not yet time 
to write into the organic law authority 
of that kind; that it should be done, 
as the Senator from Ohio has so ably 
pointed out, at a time if, as, and when 
the situation, both in the Senate and 
in the United States and in the rest 
of the free WOTld, had developed to a 
point where such a proposal would seem 
to have a reasonable chance of success. 

Therefore, in accordance with the 
President's message, we decided that if 
the President, after thorough investiga
tion and thorough canvassing of the sit
uation, were to decide to submit the 
matter to Congress to obtain its ap
proval of such a pool or of negotiation 
leading to the formation of such a pool, 
that would be wise and prudent. 

At this time I say-and I think and 
hope the Senator from Ohio will agree 
with me that the sense of the joint 
committee and, I believe, of Congress 
as a whole, is that at such a time such 
an agreement will very possibly be in 

the interest of progress and of peace; 
and that not only the joint committee, 
but the Congress as a whole, would look 
with at least a cordial eye to the mat
ter, until Congress had a chance to ex
amine it thoroughly. I further believe 
that if the terms of the pro'!.]osal were 
proper, it is probable that Congress 
would be more than glad to go along 
with such a promising proposal. 

But at this time we limit it to bilateral 
agreements with one nation, on certain 
phases of the industrial development. 
As a matter of fact, we did that in order 
to show to the rest of the world that 
the United States is willing to proceed 
with a nation that wishes to utilize 
atomic energy for peacetime, develop
mental purposes. No one in the world can 
correctly say that in this bill we have 
not expressed that attitude, and that we 
are not proceeding now, by great strides, 
not only toward the goal of coopera
tion with other nations, but also toward 
the goal of making whatever po-ssibilities 
there may be in connection with the 
use of atomic energy in peacetime avail
able to other nations who may need an 
opportunity to benefit from such pos
sibilities. 

So I compliment the Senator from 
Ohio on his address. I myself am not 
opposed to the theory the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] was ad
vancing, and which he proposes in his 
amendment; but I question the timeli
ness of writing such a provision into the 
basic or the organic law. 

Mr. BRICKER. I agree entirely with 
the Senator from Iowa; and at this time 
he has expressed my thinking very, very 
well. I appreciate his contribution to 
what I have said in support of the bill 
as it came from the committee. 

I may say, further, that we are in 
thorough compliance with the wishes of 
the President, insofar as anything he has 
stated either in his messages to the Con
gress or in his addresses to the United 
Nations is concerned. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
if the Senator from Ohio will yield fur
ther, let me say that I know of the great 
concern of the Senator from Ohio and 
of other members of the joint commit
tee in connection with the matter of safe
guarding vital secrets, the loss of which 
might endanger our national security. 
No Member of Congress has been more 
concerned about that than I have. At 
all times I have attempted to watch that 
situation very carefully. I have not 
changed my position regarding the ne
cessity of safeguarding such secrets, and 
I know the Senator from Ohio has not 
changed his position or his zeal regard
ing their being adequately safeguarded. 

But with the unfolding or progressive 
development of conditions in the world 
in connection with atomic energy, I be
lieve we can now, under careful safe
guards, go forward with friendly na
tions in aiding them in their develop
ment. In my judgment, this bill will 
not, under the safeguards it provides, 
subject us to undue or unnecessary 
risks, especially when we consider the 
equities of the situation and the value 
and benefits which we and the other 
sincerely peaceful nations of the world 
can receive as a result of proper, hon-

est, and vigorous cooperation along this 
line. 

Mr. BRICKER. I thank the Senator 
from Iowa. In my opinion, the bill as 
reported by the committee, if it is en
acted into law, will give encouragement 
to the President of the United States to 
go ahead with his negotiations. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That was one 
of the intents of the bill. 

Mr. BRICKER. Yes; it was one of the 
intents of the bill, and I think it is 
thoroughly carried out in the provisions 
of the bill-and, furthermore, that we 
encourage the President to come to the 
Congress. This is a cooperative effort, 
dealing with various vital matters in 
which every citizen of the United States 
is, or ought to be, deeply interested; 
and every Member of Congress should 
have a loolr: at such a proposal. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
if the Senator from Ohio will yield again 
to me, to permit me to make an obser
vation regarding the statement that the 
bill encourages the President to come to 
the Congress, I will say that the bill 
indicates that the Congress will cordially 
receive any sound proposal of that sort. 

Mr. BRICKER. Yes; and that cer
tainly expresses my view. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should like 
to make a further observation, namely, 
that the President, in every utterance of 
his, either public or private, of which I 
know in connection with this matter, has 
stated repeatedly that he believes he 
should come to the Congress when any 
measure or substantial alteration in pol
icy of this kind is contemplated, and 
that not only is he perfectly willing to 
submit, but will submit, these matters to 
Congress, as the representatives of the 
people, to pass on any variations or 
changes in policy which may affect our 
security and our interests in the atomic
energy field. 

Mr. BRICKER. I wish to say to the 
Senator from Iowa that I have searched 
the record, and I find no statement by 
the President to the contrary of what 
the Senator from Iowa has just now ex
pressed. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I thank the Senator from Ohio for his 
indulgence. 

At this point I should like to quote
unless the Senator from Ohio has already 
done so-from the last part of the Presi
dent's address to the United Nations. 
I refer to the President's address in 
which the pool theory was developed. 

Mr. BRICKER. I quoted a portion of 
that address, but I shall be glad to have 
the Senator from Iowa place in the REc
ORD the part of the address to which he 
has reference. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Almost at the 
end of his address, the President said: 

I would be prepared to submit to the Con
gress of the United States, and with every 
expectation of approval, any such plan that 
would-

First, encourage worldwide investigation 
into the most effective peacetime uses of 
fissionable naterial, and with the certainty 
that they had all the material needed for 
the conduct of all experiments that were 
appropriate; 

Second, begin to diminish the potential 
destructive power of the world's atomic 
stockpiles; 
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Third, allow all peoples of all nations to 

see that, in this enlightened age, the great 
powers of the earth, both of the east and of 
the west, are interested in human aspira
tions first, rather than in building up the 
armaments of war; 

Fourth, open up a new channel for peace
ful d iscussion, and initiate at least a new 
approach to the many difficult problems that 
must be solved in both private and public 
conversations, if the world is to shake off the 
inertia imposed by fear, and is to make posi
tive progress toward peace. 

I do not believe the committee, the 
President, or men of good will anywhere 
in the United Rtates oppose the prin
ciples. The opposition of the commit
tee was to writing a group-of-nations 
authority into the organic law at this 
time, when even the President had not 
requested such broad authority for an 
indefinite time in the future. We will 
meet that situation when the time comes. 
We will welcome the opportunity to meet 
it when the proposal is attractive in the 
interest of world peace. 

Mr. BRICKER. I thank the Senator. 
I did quote a portion of the President's 
speech to the United Nations. I am glad 
to have the remainder of it in the RECORD 
at this point. But I see no reason for 
giving the President more power than 
he asked for. I am quite confident the 
President never would ask for the power 
which would be given him were the 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Rhode Island adopted. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I recognize that 

this is not quite the right place to start 
asking questions back and forth. I 
know the Senator from Ohio does not 
feel that I am doing it in that fashion. 
However, we have been talking about an 
atomic pool. My memory goes back to 
the fact that I tried in committee to 
raise certain questions on the subject of 
an atomic ppol. I have been trying to 
think whether it was done in the open 
hearing or the closed hearing. I did not 
receive answers to those questions. I 
wonder if the Senator would mind if I 
were to ask him if he has ever had satis
factory answers to these questions. If 
the Senator prefers, I can place the 
questions in the RECORD later, but I 
should like to have his views on certain 
questions. 

The first question is: 
To what extent will information rele

vant to the practical production of nu
clear power be transmitted to the inter
national agency? 

I pointed out that mere possession of 
nuclear materials by such an agency 
without information would place the 
scientists involved in about the same po
sition as the United States was in 10 
years ago. Clearly, if the major coun
tries involved pursue vigorous atomic
power programs of their own and inde
pendently of the international agency, 
the practical utility of the work done by 
the agency will be extremely small. At 
the hearings I did not receive an answer 
to the question as to the extent to which 
information relative to the practical pro
duction of nuclear power would be trans
mitted to the international agency. 

Mr. BRICKER. I believe that if the 
international development for peace
time purposes is to be effective or ac
complish anything at all, it will require 
complete information as to the utiliza
tion of fissionable material such as we 
may have in this country. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think the Sena
tor's answer is absolutely correct. I 
agree with him thoroughly. I did not 
get that answer to the question which I 
put in the committee. 

Closely related to that question is a 
second question--

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield so that I may 
inject a thought? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Certainly. I am 
only trying to get the expressions of 
Senators on this subject, which is very 
important. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I agree with 
the answer which the Senator from Ohio 
has given. I suggest that the degree of 
information which might be made avail
able at a given time in the future would 
be determined, first, by the terms of the 
contract which was proposed; secondly, 
upon the advancement which the respec
tive country or countries had achieved in 
the atomic art. It might be governed by 
several considerations, but I think the 
information under any such arrange
ment should be adequate. The infor
mation we would give should be adequate 
for the purposes of the progressive and 
profitable development of the atomic ele
ments which would be placed in the pool 
for. the general utilization of the coun
tries involved. 

Mr. BRICKER. I think the Senator 
and I had both of those conditions in 
mind when we were discussing the ques
tion. It was a theoretical problem we 
were facing. We do not yet have in this 
country sufficient information for the 
practical operation of a reactor for the 
production of electric energy. We are 
working on it now. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I realize that. I 
listened to the Senator from Ohio discuss 
this question in the committee, and I 
think he has made valuable contribu
tions. That is why I ask these questions 
at this time. · 

Mr. President, will the Senator further 
yield? 

The PRESIDING OF'FICER <Mr. 
SCHOEPPEL in the chair). Does the Sen
ator from Ohio yield to the Senator from 
New Mexico? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Closely related to 

the first question is the second question: 
"Will individuals who have been in

volved in nuclear power developments in 
the United States be permitted or en
couraged to work with the international 
agency?" 

If this is permitted, it will be essen
tially equivalent to a full exchange of 
information. The other horn of this 
dilemma is the obvious one that peace
ful nuclear power is basically indistin
guishable from military nuclear power. 
Indeed, the first successful developments 
of nuclear power have been for military 
use; that is, as a submarine powerplant, 
and considerable effort has gone into and 
will continue to go into the undertak-

ing to adapt nuclear power to aircraft 
use. The fundamental problems in
volved in these reactors cannot be sep
arated from the problems involved in 
reactors which produce power for peace
ful purposes. To some extent the mili
tary devices are even easier, because 
for military purposes the cost of the 
power produced is far less important 
than the form in which it is packaged. 
Moreover, even peaceful power is a part 
of the national strength-for war-of 
any country, since it is fundamental to 
production levels. It may be extremely 
dubious that we would care to pass on 
too much information, for example, re
garding our submarine nuclear power
plant. Yet without such information, 
and without the participation of scien
tists and engineers who are abreast of 
our own nuclear-power developments, I 
fear the international agency will start 
its work discouragingly far behind. 

As I remember, I asked that question 
of the Chairman of the Commission. I 
said, "Would individuals involved in nu
clear-power developments be permitted 
or encouraged to work with the inter
national agency?" 

Mr. BRICKER. With the prescrip
tion which was suggested by the Senator 
from Iowa to the limitations of the 
agreements, I think it would be abso
lutely necessary. We have the only 
great pool that I know of outside So
viet Russia. Practical men are required 
to carry out a program of this kind. 
We have been working on the problem 
in this country, as the Senator from 
New Mexico well knows, for a consid
erable number of years. We are now 
at the point of beginning the develop
ment. I think if any international 
pooling for peaceful purposes were to 
be effective it would necessitate person
nel from this country to aid. If that 
were not done, we would not be follow
ing our full desires or commitments. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, to assist in making the record at 
this point in connection with the ques
tions which the Senator from New Mex
ico has raised, I invite attention to page 
701 of the hearings, part II. The Sen
ator will find that he asked questions 
similar to these at the time of the hear
ings. After qualifying his question by 
explaining what he meant, which was 
the pool theory, the Senator from New 
Mexico asked this question of Mr. Dulles, 
Secretary of State: 

Is it your thought that information rele
vant to the production of nuclear power will 
be transmitted to this international agency? 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, I think it probably 
would be. 

A little later the Senator from New 
Mexico asked this question: 

Senator ANDERSON. Then individuals who 
have been involved in nuclear work in this 
country might be available to that sort of 
pool? 

Secretary DULLES. Yes, sir. 

That is the attitude expressed by the 
Department of State. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Let me say to the 
Senator from Iowa that it is my feeling 
that the Secretary of State is not pri
marily an expert in the field of atomic 
energy, and ·might not have understood 
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the problems involved in the transfer of 
individuals. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I suggest 
that the Secretary of State is the spokes
man on policy, programs, or attitudes in 
connection with international opera
tions and therefore what he might have 
to say in that field, as to what would be 
expected by way of internation~l ~x
change, would, I think, be very signifi-
cant. . 

Mr. ANDERSON. If I may contmue 
with the Senator from Ohio, let me say 
that I appreciate his taking the time 
for this exchange. This is a field in 
which I am greatly interested, and I 
appreciate his courtesy. 

Mr. BRICKER. I remember full well 
discussing the subject around the table 
with the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The third question 
which I asked was as follows: 

"What fraction of our own nuclear 
stockpile, or production, are we willing 
to give to such an agency?" 

It has been stated that if this inter
national pool is developed the· result may 
be to cut down the amount of fissionable 

-materials which individual nations may 
have left for military purposes. I point
ed out that large amounts of fissionable 
material are not necessary for power 
reactors of even quite impressive output. 
Accordingly, unless the amount of ma
terial transferred to the international 
agency is a considerable fraction of any 
participating country's stockpile, the 
actual effect of such transfers upon mil
itary strength is negligible. 

Therefore, I ask the Senator whether 
he believes we would be willing to trans
fer a large amount, or is it more likely 
that we would make a rather small 
amount available, thereby perhaps not 
preventing conflict, but making a great
er contribution to the peacetime uses of 
atomic energy. 

Mr. BRICKER. I may say to the Sen
ator from New Mexico that that is en
tirely outside the range of judgment of 
the Senator from Ohio, because it is a 
technical question involving how far we 
may go before we will not imperil our 
military reserves of strategic material. 

However, as the years go by, and as 
peace becomes more secure and war less 
imminent, I believe there may be greater 
emphasis upon peacetime uses than is 
possible at the present time or was pos
sible in the past. 

If the Senator from New Mexico will 
indulge me, I believe we must rely on the 
professional opinion of our scientists and 
military officials to determine how much 
may be made available. 

I may say in passing that we have the 
same problem in utilizing fissionable ma
terial or strategic material in our private 
and peacetime uses. How far we can go 
is a matter of judgment, and the em
phasis must always be placed upon the 
national security. 

The President of the United States 
in his message stated: 

I therefore make the following proposals: 
The governments principally involved, to 

the extent permitted by elementary pru
dence, to begin now and to continue to make 
j.oint contributions from their stockpiles of 
normal uranium and fissionable materials to 
an International Atomic Energy Agency. We 

would expect that such an agency woUl~ be 
set up under the aegis of the United Natwns. 

The ratios of contributions, the procedures, 
and other details would properly be within 
the scope of the private conversations I have 
referred to earlier. 

Of course, that again emphasizes the 
need of retaining the bill as it is, with
out the amendment of the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]. It is a 
matter for future determination. First 
of all, I put the emphasis upon our own 
military needs in this country for the de
fense of our own shore; second, the utili
zation of the material which is deemed 
necessary for the protection of the world 
against aggressive forces at this time; 
third, upon a pool arrangement for 
peacetime uses. I believe that is the pro
gram that has been suggested by the 
Atomic Energy Commission and by the 
President. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I have one final 
question to ask of the Senator from Ohio. 
Does he know of any limit to the range 
of financial support we may be willing to 
give to such a program. I point out the 
fact that there is now being set up a 
United Nations nuclearphysics labora
tory. The laboratory will be located in 
Switzerland, with the participation of 
practically all the western European 
countries. The United States, however, 
is not a participant in this venture. The 
total annual support for this laboratory 
will be about $4 million, which is a little 
less than one-tenth of the cost of operat
ing the Los Alamos laboratory in my 
State alone. . 

I am sure the Senator from Ohio will 
agree with me that if we are going into 
this field, we cannot go into it with 
merely a whisper about what is going on 
in the field of atomic science. If vir
tually all the nations of the earth that 
belong to this venture are to pool their 
resources into a little laboratory costing 
about $4 million a year, when the Lc1s 
Alamos laboratory alone costs $40 mil
lion a year, the contribution will not be 
very significant. Probably the relation 
of the individual national laboratories 
to an international pool should be in the 
other direction. I am merely calling 
this point to ·the Senator's attention, and 
I ask him whether he does not feel that 
persuading the people of this country, 
and of other countries as well, to make 
a contribution that may run to $50 mil
lion or $100 million a year to an inter
national laboratory of this nature is 
going to be difficult in the foreseeable 
future? 

Mr. BRICKER. It is going to be very 
difficult. I believe the Senator will agree 
that if such a pool were to be established 
at this time or in the near future, a great 
deal of the burden would be cast upon 
the United States, and the money would 
come out of our Treasury. That is one 
other reason why the Senator from Ohio 
would like to take a second look at any 
international · pooling. If we are to 
enter a pool with other nations, I believe 
we ought to look at the situation a sec
ond time, from the standpoint of Con
gress, as well as from the standpoint of 
utilization of our stockpile. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I wish to assure the 
Senator from Ohio that I fully subscribe 
to his last statement, and I appreciate 

very much his courtesy in replying to my 
questions. 

Mr. BRICKER. I thank the Senator 
for his contribution. 

Mr. STENNIS obtained the floor. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield, so that I may suggest the 
absence of a quorum, without his losing 
the floor? 

Mr. STENNIS. I shall be glad to 
yield, provided I do not thereby lose the 
floor. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, with the 
understanding that the Senator from 
Mississippi will not lose the floor, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HENDRICKSON in the chair). Without Ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I first 
wish to voice what I believe to be the 
sentiment of all of us who have been 
privileged to hear the debate as pre
sented by four members of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, the Sena
tor from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], the 
Vice Chairman, followed by the Sena
tor from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], 
and the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PASTORE], who, in turn, was followed by 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER]. 
I wish to express a sense of gratitude 
on behalf of myself and all other Mem
bers who heard the speeches, and I think 
I can speak for the other Members of 
the Senate and for the Nation, for the 
very fine presentation they have made 
regarding this highly important subject 
about which so little is known by the 
average membership and by the people 
of the Nation. . 

Mr. President, I further wish to say 
that I think it is one of the tragedies of 
the Congressional processes that the 
membership of this body could not be 
present and hear the very fine exposi
tion by these Senators who are so well 
versed in this subject. 

In that connection, Mr. President, I 
wish to point out that the debate this 
morning started at 10 o'clock. At that 
time the Senator from Rhode Island was 
speaking, and at the same time there 
were going on the following committee 
meetings: 

The Committee on Finance; the Com
mittee on Armed Services; the Commit
tee on Banking and Currency. These 
were full committee meetings. Those 
three committees would in themselves 
involve most of the membership of this 
body. The Committee on the District 
of Columbia had 2 subcommittees meet
ing. At the same time there was a meet
ing of a subcommittee of the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs and also 
a meeting of the full committee at 10 
o'clock. The Committee on the Judi
ciary had 2 subcommittees meeting at 
the same time, and the Committee on 
Public Works met at 12:30. 

I point that out, Mr. President, to 
show that in the rush of affairs it is 
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physically impossible to be carrying on 
committee work and fioor work at the 
same time. But it is, nevertheless, tragic 
that the membership of the Senate has 
not had an opportunity to hear these 
very fine speeches. They were more 
than speeches, Mr. President; they were 
learned expos!tions of the subject mat
ter presented by the 4 Senators whom 
I have mentioned. 

Mr. President, I shall not speak with 
reference to the major provisions of the 
bill. I shall direct my attention to a sub
ject matter which I really wish were not 
involved in the bill. Those of us who 
are primarily interested in this ques
tion are not responsible for its being in 
the bill. It concerns the steam-generat
ing plant which is proposed to be built 
across the river, near Memphis, Tenn. 
I wish to emphasize that I do not think 
this subject matter has any proper place 
in connection with the broad subject 
matter of atomic-energy legislation. 
That is one of the main points which I 
wish to make, that it does not have any
thing to do with th~ higher responsibili
ties of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
and that it should not be involved in 
such a subject matter nor in such a con
troversy. 

A further point is that the Commis
sion does not have the authority, it has 
not been granted the legislative power, 
to enter into a contract under the cir
cumstances which have been enumer
ated and considered at the hearings on 
this bill as outlined by the General Man
ager of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
That is why the Anderson amendment, 
which was proposed yesterday afternoon 
by the Senator from New Mexico, be
comes pertinent and has application to 
this bill, because it does pin down defi
nitely and make clear and absolutely cer
tain what I respectfully submit was the 
original intent of the Congress a year 
ago. 

The pertinent part of the Anderson 
amendment reads as follows: 

The authority of the Commission to enter 
into contracts for electric utility services 
shall extend only to contracts with persons 
who agree to supply the contractual amount 
of electric utility service directly to the in
stallations of the Commission named herein. 

Mr. President, I especially invite the 
attention of the Members of this body 
who are lawyers to that language. But 
there is no special legal learning neces
sary to give a fair, reasonable, and mid
dle-of-the-road interpretation of the 
legal authority involved in this section 
which was amended just a year ago. At 
that time, in order to meet a practical 
situation involving the getting of enough 
electricity to supply certain named 

·plants or installations of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, the Congress passed 
the additional legislation, conferring 
what we might call contractual author
ity. I now wish to read from the act 
which was passed last year the perti
nent clause which gives authority to the 
Atomic En~rgy Commission. The quo
tation is to be found on page 79 of the 
pending bill, but it is merely a rescript 
of the present law. It is as follows: 

The Commission is authorized in connec
tion with the construction or operation of 
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the Oak Ridge, Paducah, and Portsmouth 
installations of the Commission, without 
regard to section 3679 of the Revised Stat
utes, as amended, to enter into new contracts 
or modify or confirm existing contracts to 
provide for electric utility services for peri
ods not exceeding 25 years. 

Mr. President, that was the act which 
Congress passed. It named three spe
cific installations: Oak Ridge, Paducah, 
and Portsmouth. When it named those 
three, it stopped; it did not name any 
more. It could have, but that was the 
limit. Congress set forth the purpose 
for which the legislative authority was 
to be used to make contracts for electric 
current-for what? For the construc
tion or the operation of those three
named plants. That is all that Congress 
said. That is the terminal point of the 
legislative authority. 

There are two small, thin, vague words 
in addition to what I have quoted, and 
I shall come to them in a moment. But 
considering the provision in all its as
pects, looking at it top, side, and bottom, 
from the angle of a lawyer, the angle 
of a layman, the angle of a professional 
man, the only authority it conveys and 
carries is to do exactly as I have recited. 
That is the end of the authority. It is a 
matter of policy as to whether the au
thority should be extended. That is a 
question for Congress to decide. 

However a Senator may wish to vote 
on that policy is up to himself to decide. 
It is a question for his judgmeNt. But 
my point is that this is the extent of the 
present authority which the Commission 
has; and to go beyond that would be a 
usurpation of power-not a corrupt 
usurpation, but simply a usurpation. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Do I under

stand the Senator from Mississippi to 
take the positive position-that is, the 
firm position-that the Atomic Energy 
Commission does not have the legal au
thority to enter into the Dixon-Yates 
contract? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; that is the posi
tion of the junior Senator from Mis
sissippi. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I might sug
gest that that has been the announced 
position of, I believe, the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GoRE] and other Sena
tors. Therefore, if they feel strongly 
that the Commission does not have the 
legal authority to enter into the contract, 
then this debate is utterly useless, be
cause the Commission could not enter 
into the contract, or could be prevented 
from entering into the contract by proper 
action in the courts. 

If the Senator from Mississippi takes 
the position that the Commission does 
have the authority to enter into the con
tract, but that it is an unwise contract 
for the Commission to enter into, then 
I can understand fully the attempts be
ing made by way of amendments, and 
otherwise, to alter the existing law. But 
on the theory that the Commission has 
no authority to enter into the contract, 
I believe we are speaking to a moot ques
tion in all this debate, because the le-

gality of the contract is something 
which should be settled in the courts. 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator from 
Iowa would care to write into the bill 
clearly that the extent of the authority 
intended by section 164 is with respect 
to contracts for current which is to be 
directly used by the three named plants, 
then the argument would be ended, so 
far as I am concerned. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In order to 
dispel any question that might arise, I 
think the Commission has the legal au
thority to enter into the contract, so I 
disagree with the Senator from Missis
sippi on that point. I do not favor writ
ing into the bill a provision which would 
take away from the Commission the au
thority which I believe it legally has. 

Mr. STENNIS. Or if the Senator 
from Iowa would agree to strike out sec
tion 164 and not to reenact the section, 
so as to preclude the claim later that 
Congress gave it a new lease on life or 
a new breath of life, that would be sat
isfactory. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. So that the 
RECORD may be clear on this point, it is 
under section 164 that the Commission 
annually, I think, or perhaps every 6 
months, but at least periodically, must 
renew the contracts for the acquisition 
of power in the Portsmouth, Paducah, 
and Oak Ridge territories, as supple
mentary to the power to be furnished by 
other companies. It is necessary for the 
Commission to approve the purchase of 
peak power from time to time. If sec
tion 164 is repealed, I fear that that au
thority of the Commission would not 
exist. 

Mr. STENNIS. I would not propose to 
deprive the Atomic Energy Commission 
of its power to procure electricity to be 
directly used for these three plants. 
There would be no controversy about 
that. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am in a bad situa

tion because I am arguing with two law
yers about the law. I am a layman, but 
I knJw there are very good lawyers who 
think as does the Senator from Missis
sippi, apparently, that the reenactment 
of section 164, with the Dixon-Yates 
contract pending, would give the con
tract some standing in court, because 
the passage of H. R. 4905 as permanent 
legislation would not be repealed in any 
way, and would permit the Atomic 
Energy Commission to make its regular 
reviews without any question. By the 
passage of H. R. 4905 everything neces
sary is done for the three plants, and the 
only reason, in the opinion of many per
sons, why section 164 is in the pending 
bill is so as to breathe some life into 
the Dixon-Yates contract, if it should 
be signed subsequently, because it is 
already being considered, and is involved 
in an agreement of understanding, even 
though not formalized into a contract. 

If the Senator from Mississippi will 
permit me to have just another moment, 
I remind him that if he will look at 
page 35 of the hearings which were held 
on H. R. 4905, which the Senator may 
not have before him, that that bill did 
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not specifically deal with the Portsmouth 
and the other plants, but read: 

The Atomic Energy Commission is author
ized, in connection with the construction 
and operation of installations of the Com
mission, without regard to the antideficiency 
statute, to enter into contracts for these 
plants. 

But the committee, after hearing the 
testimony, wrote into the bill specifically 
the three installations, and named them 
somewhat at the suggestion of Repre
sentative HINSHAW, of California, who 
wanted to be certain that an additional 
contract could not be made. He testi
fied, as I have placed his words in the 
RECORD, that if that provision were not 
made, this was the last time the com
mittee would ever review a contract. 

I should be happy to show the Senator, 
if he so desires, the language of the orig
inal provision, in which there is no men
tion of a specific plant. It was thought 
that when the three plants were spe
cifically named the matter had been tied 
down so that it could never get away. 

But then it was found, because of the 
little words "in connection with," that 
anything in connection with it, even 
though the connection was only a tele
phone connection, might be sufficient to 
continue and to extend the authority. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from New Mexico for his contribution. 
It is a real one. 

The hearings on H. R. 4905, on April 
28 and June 10, 1953, before the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, at page 
35, contain the original wording of sec
tion 164, about which we are now speak
ing. As the Senator from New Mexico 
has said, the original text shows that 
the plants were not stated by name; but, 
by amendment, Oak Ridge, Paducah, and 
Portsmouth, were specifically written 
into the bill, so as to convey the grant 
of authority to these particular plants. 

Mr. President, a complete reading of 
this section shows clearly and unmistak
ably that that authority was granted 
directly and solely for the purpose of 
supplying electricity to those three 
plants. 

This is not a TVA controversy; it in
volves the integrity of legislation and 
the integrity and discretion of the Com
mission, a subject to which I shall refer 
later. 

The undisputed evidence with regard 
to the proposed plan is that the elec
tricity is not to be used at any one of 
the three plants, it is not needed at 
any one of the three plants, and it is 
not suggested that at any remote or 
any foreseeable time in the future there 
will be such a need. I appreciate very 
much the contribution of the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I should like to have the 
attention of the able Senator from Iowa 
with regard to the point I am about to 
make. 

I call to the attention of the junior 
Senator from Mississippi the fact that 
earlier today the senior Senator from 
Iowa in debate expressed to the Senate 
his confidence that the Atomic Energy 

Commission could not enter into the 
generation of power by use of fissionable 
materials unless it was in connection 
with research and development. Upon 
two occasions today the able senior 
Senator from Iowa used the specific 
words, "in connection with," giving his 
assurance to the Senate that the words 
were a limitation on the pow·er of the 
Commission. 

I call to the attention of the Senator 
from Mississippi the fact that about a 
year ago the able Senator from Iowa 
brought this amendment to the floor of 
the Senate, and that the same words, "in 
connection with," were incorporated in 
the amendment. As I recall, in colloquy 
between the senior Senator from Iowa 
and the junior Senator from Tennessee 
he gave to the Senate assurance at that 
time that the amendment would be lim
ited in its application to the three plants 
named. Does the Senator recall that 
debate? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from 
Mississippi does not personally recall 
that part of the debate, but I have before 
me the RECORD, to which the the Senator 
from Tennessee may refer. I was going 
to read from the RECORD. 

Mr. GORE. I am not in any way ~eek
ing to be critical of the Senator from 
Iowa. That was not my intention. 
What I am seeking to point out is that 
if in this case the words "in connection 
with," relating to these 3 specifical
ly named plants, can be so stretched out 
of proportion; if congressional intent 
can be distorted out of any logical, sensi
ble meaning, so as to include the mak
ing of a contract hundreds of miles away, 
for an operation unrelated to the atomic
energy program and unrelated to the op
eration of the 3 plants, then use of the 
same words "in connection with" with 
respect to the broader aspect of the pro
gram takes on a new and different 
meaning. 

Mr. ffiCKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Mississippi 
yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield . to 
the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. ffiCKENLOOPER. I will say to 
the Senator from Tennessee that I do 
not recall the words used in the pres
entation of the amendment a year or so 
ago. I have the utmost respect for the 
word of the Senator from Tennessee, 
and if he recalls that the words were 
used, I shall not undertake to dispute 
his statement. I have not looked up the 
record. 

Mr. GORE. I was not undertaking to 
quote the Senator from Iowa verbatim as 
of a year ago. I was quoting the Sena
tor as of today. The Senator repeated 
the words "in connection with" as they 
relate to other sections of the bill. But 
now these words seem to have a differ
ent meaning. I do not recall verbatim 
the report of the debate of a year ago, 
but I believe the Senator from Missis
sippi has it before him. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Will the Sen
ator from Mississippi yield further for a 
moment? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. We have 

heard arguments pro and con as to 
whether the electricity is to be used by 

or for or in connection with the atomic
energy plant, and much has been made 
of the idea that the contractual author
ity on the part of the Commission should 
be limited to persons or corporations 
which will furnish electricity directly to 
the three plants. I suggest that under 
the proposed Dixon-Yates contract elec
tricity will be furnished for the benefit 
of the Paducah, Portsmouth, and Oak 
Ridge plants, even though the Dixon
Yates plant is located near Memphis, 
and will put its electricity into the TV A 
system in that area of the country. 
However, the electricity would be used 
for the benefit of those plants just the 
same as a locomotive at the head of a 
freight train is being used for the bene
fit of the caboose at the tail of the train. 
The locomotive is not directly hooked to 
the caboose, there are many cars in the 
train; but no one can say that the loco
motive is not puffing up at the front end 
of the train for the benefit of the caboose 
at the back. 

There is an analogy here to the mat
ter under discussion. Electricity will be 
put into the TVA system, as proposed in 
the Dixon-Yates contract, at one end of 
the barrel. It is a completely closed sys
tem in the State of Tennessee. Ade
quate and corresponding amounts of 
electricity will come out at the north end 
of the reservoir, which will assure an 
ample and needed supply to installations 
involved. The AEC proposes to under
write a 25-year contract for the pur
chase of that electricity on that firm 
basis. It is like the engine on the front 
of a freight train. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator more or 
less admits that the atomic energy 
plants do not need any more electricity; 
that no need for electricity is antici
pated for the future, and that, there
fore, there will be no need of any more 
electricity for the construction and oper
ation of the plants. Still it is proposed 
to go to an entirely different geograph
ical site and build a plant and turn it 
over to the TVA and say to it, "You re
tail this electricity." Let me read what 
the Senator from Iowa said a year ago. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. So as to dis
pel any misunderstanding which may 
have resulted from what I said, I did 
not by any connotation intend to dis
cuss the question of whether the AEC 
does or does not need more electricity. 
I do not wish to be misunderstood. The 
fact is that the Commission does have 
an immediate need for from 175,000 to 
180,000 more kilowatts of electricity. It 
needs it very urgently at this time, and 
will probably need more electricity in 
the future. 

Mr. STENNIS. Then why is the 
Atomic Energy Commission opposed to 
the proposed contract which is being ne
gotiated? If the Commission needs the 
electricity, and this is the legal way to 
get it, why does it oppose the contract? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Atomic 
Energy Commission is making the con
tract. The Commission is in favor of it. 

Mr. STENNIS. According to the un
disputed record made during the hear
ings on the bill which is now before the 
Senate, General Nichols, who, as my col
league knows, is the General Manager of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, testified 
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on that point, as appears on page 950 of 
the hearings of the joint committee, as 
follows: 

Subsequent to receiving the proposal-

He was talking about the proposed 
contract--
the Atomic Energy Commission, after mak
ing an analysis to compare it with the rates 
that we are now paying at Paducah and 
the total cost, forwarded the proposal with 
the analysis to the Bureau of the Budget, 
and in forwarding it, it was made clear to 
the Bureau of the Budget that the COmmis
sion did not agree on the wisdom of the AEC 
entering into this type of contract. 

I have read from the testimony of 
the General Manager of the Atomic En
ergy Commission, which he gave to the 
committee in open hearing. He testi
fied that when the contract was sent 
to the Bureau of the Budget, the Com
mission made it clear that it did not 
agree with the wisdom of the contract. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I will say to 
my friend, the Senator from Mississippi, 
that there is a precedent for such action. 
The Senator will recall that at one time 
in the past a majority of the Atomic En
ergy Commission vigorously opposed the 
development of the H-bomb. 

Mr. STENNIS. There is no parallel 
between the two situations. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Commis
sion went ahead with the program, and 
thank God it did. 

Mr. STENNIS. Certainly there is no 
parallel between the two problems. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The pro b
lems are different; but the Senator from 
Mississippi was speaking to the original 
questioning by a majority of the Com
mission of the wisdom of the contract; 
and I say it is not without precedent, 
because at one time a majority of the 
Commission vigorously opposed going 
into the H-bomb program; but when it 
VJas determined to be the policy, the 
Commission went along. 

Mr. STENNIS. Even if it is not with
out precedent, that does not make it 
right. The question is whether they 
think it is sound, and also whether they 
have the authority. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
hope the Senator will carefully examine 
the record and will determine whether 
he wishes to have the statement he made 
stand. I do not believe he can find in 
the record anything to show that the 
Commission vigorously opposed this. If 
so, he should do all he can to work to
ward the removal of the chairman. 

Dr. Smyth said the Commission never 
voted 3 to 2 against it. Of course, this 
matter has been discussed a great deal, 
by now; and many of the details are 
well known. Let me read, from page 790 
of the hearings, part of the testimony of 
Dr. Smyth: 

The Commission never voted 3 to 2. The 
Commission voted unanimously that this 
decision should be made by the President; 
that it involved so many different facets of 
the Government and was of such far-rang
ing importance that the Commission voted 
unanimously to send a paper to the Presi
dent which suggested the various facets of 
the "problem. 

So I hope the Senator will examine 
that language. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Mississippi yield 
again? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. At the mo

ment I cannot differ with the statement 
that the Commission voted 3 to 2 against 
it. But I feel very positive that the 
Commission voted 4 to 1 against it, and 
then 1 member switched and went on the 
side favoring development of the hydro
gen bomb program. And then they sub
mitted it to the President. But, on policy 
and on their original statement, they 
were 4 to 1 against entering upon the 
development of the hydrogen bomb 
program. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, it 
seems to me-and this is all I wish to 
say on the matter, because a great deal 
of the testimony was given in executive 
session, although I think much of it 
should be made public-tha~ there was 
an expression of views, and I think when 
those views were sent to the President, 
approximately 4 of the members of the 
Commission had 1 view, and 1 of the 
members l:ad another. It is greatly to 
the credit of Admiral Strauss that he 
was the one who thought they should go 
ahead. As I recall subsequently he was 
joined by Gordon Dean, and that the 
others in their recommendations to the 
President expressed the point of view 
that they should go slowly about it. 

But I do not believe that it came b 
an actual vote. On the contrary, I be
lieve it was an expression of opinion. 
I agree with the Senator as to the nu
merical division. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not wish 
to labor the point regarding the exact 
vote. I have referred to the fact that 
it is true that three members of the 
Commission expressed themselves in op
position to the project. Whether they 
came to a vote on the question, I do not 
know. 

But I was merely saying there was 
precedent for such a difference of opinion 
and a subsequent change to agreement. 
I referred to their original decision on 
the de•·elopment of the hydrogen bomb 
program. I think the shift of position 
and the subsequent decision to proceed 
with the development of the hydrogen 
bomb program was a wise one, and con
tributed materially to the safety of the 
Nation. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, regard
less of what the precedent may be, my 
argument is that the contract is un
sound, illegal, and unlawful because the 
statute upon which it is based is not 
broad enough or long enough to carry 
the load, except in the three cases I have 
enumerated. The statement made by 
the Senator from Iowa bears out my 
original point, namely, that this ques
tion is one of policy, and should be de
cided, not by the President. but by the 
legislative branch of the Government. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Even though all the cir

cumstances related by the able Senator 
from Iowa existed, that situation would 
not be parallel to this one, and would 
not constitute a precedent for it. Under 
the basic atomic energy law, certain au-

thority and responsibility go to the 
Atomic Energy Commission. Certain 
powers are conferred upon the Presi
dent of the United States. The Presi
dent is specifically authorized, directed, 
and empowered to give direction-that is 
specified in the act--to the Commission 
with respect to weapons and weapons 
development. Here, however, even if 
the circumstances related by the Senator 
from Iowa actually existed, the situa
tion would be different, because this case 
involves a matter upon which the mem
bers of the Commission seek to find their 
authority in the section cited by the 
Senator from Mississippi. I agree with 
him that the section is not broad enough 
to stretch all the way to southern Ar
kansas and to enable the Commission to 
enter into a contract with a firm not yet 
created, to build a plant to furnish power 
to another agency, unrelated to the 
atomic energy program, and wholly un
related to the three specific production 
facilities contemplated in the act. 

Before the Senator from Mississippi 
leaves the point, I hope he will complete 
his reference to t3e record of last year 
when the measure was passed. I believe 
the legislative intent can clearly be dis
cerned from the statements then made 
on the ftoor of the Senate. 

Mr. STENNIS. I shall reach that in a 
few minutes. 

Question has been raised about the 
policy regarding atomic energy. I wish 
first to discuss that point briefty. 

Section 164 begins, on page 79 of the 
bill, with the following words: 

The Commission is authorized in connec
tion with the construction or operation of 
the Oak Ridge, Paducah, and Portsmouth 
installations of the Commission-

Mr. President, the proponents of the 
contract are driven to the necessity of 
bottoming their case solely on the two 
slender words "in connection," although 
those words have no particular legal 
significance whatsoever, and have no 
legal meaning, within themselves. In 
view of all the facts, the rule of reason
able interpretation is the only one which 
possibly can be applied. It is possible, 
by straining the imagination consider
ably, to try to read into those words some 
fragment or small segment of legal 
authority; but that attempt is beaten 
down by a brutal set of facts. When the 
electricity that is to be generated there 
is too far away and too remote, there is 
a bare possibility that there could be 
some faint, far-fetched relationship of 
some kind, bu~ not sufficient to bottom a 
legal authority on an important matter, 
and not sufficient to bottom $107 million 
worth of bonds, not sufficient to bottom 
a 25-year contract upon which the Gov
ernment. according to the lowest esti
mates and the most conservative figures, 
will have to spend more than $90 million, 
in addition to what the cost normally 
would be, by means of the other route. 

When it is undertaken to substantiate 
the authority for a matter of this kind, 
there must be something of substance, 
not just a reed that would bend in the 
wind, but something upon which reason
able men can agree, and, which they can 
find-on the basis of solid, substantial 
interpretation-to be sufficient to give 
the Commission that power. 
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I respectfully submit that I do not 
believe any court, after weighing the 
facts and historical background of the 
section we are talking about, could, 
under any judicial construction, read 
into those flimsy words sufficient author
ity to say that the Congress of the United 
States gave approval for this contract. 
I do not believe it could happen. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 

made the statement a moment ago that, 
according to the most conservative esti
mate, under the so-called Dixon-Yates 
proposal the cost to the United States 
would be at least $90 million more than 
the cost of power from some other 
source-presumably TV A. Of course, 
the Senator is aware of the fact that if 
the TV A were to build this plant, the 
United States would have to appropriate 
from $100 million to $107 million of the 
taxpayers' money to build the plant, so 
it would have that much money in it and 
in addition it would pay for the elec
tricity. 

Mr. STENNIS. I was speaking in 
terms of the end of the 25-year period. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. At the end 
of the 25-year period that plant would 
not be worth $5 million. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Federal Govern
ment would own the plant all that time 
and have every benefit which accrued 
from it. At the end of the 25 years, 
whatever it might have in the plant it
self, it would have the $90 million, which 
would be almost enough money to pay 
off the $100 million. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. Ninety million dollars is 

the figure given by the Atomic Energy 
Commission as the excess cost, over and 
above the cost of the TV A construction. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct. 
Mr. HILL. In other words, there 

would be not only the cost of the TV A 
building, but, under this contract, the 
cost would be $90 million in excess of 
that figure. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, I submit that is an utterly inac
curate statement. 

Mr. HILL. If the Senator will read 
the record he will see that it is not. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. We have only 

two proposals. The first is that the 
power shall be furnished by a plant to 
be built by the TV A in that area. That 
would involve an immediate appropria
tion of between $100 million and $107 
million of the taxpayers' money, which 
would have to go into the plant. · 

Under the Dixon-Yates proposal 
Dixon-Yates would put up the money 
for the plant. The Government would 
not put up the money. There is a dif
ferential, of course, based upon the taxes 
Dixon-Yates would have to pay, and the 
increased cost, which would amount to 
several million dollars over the period 
of the contract. In the meantime
and this is perhaps where· I misunder
stood the Senator from Alabama-! un-

derstand the Senator from Aalbama to 
say that under the Dixon-Yates con
tract the Government would have the 
money invested in the plant, and would 
pay the $90 million too. That would 
not be the case. 

Mr. HILL. That is exactly what I 
said. The Government would have the 
plant and would pay some $3,685,000 a 
year more under the Dixon-Yates pro
posal than it would pay if it were to 
build the plant through TV A. 

Mr. STENNIS. Those figures are un
contradicted. In 25 years that would 
amount to the $90 million which I men
tioned. 

Mr. HILL. The Senator is exactly 
correct. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am very glad to 
yield, but I hope the Senator will make 
his question brief. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It does not seem to 
me that it is the appropriation which is 
bothering the administration, because 
another proposal was made, by Mr. Von 
Tresckow and Mr. Lucius Burch, which 
would save the Government $90 million 
or $100 million. Under that proposal 
they would furnish their own capital and 
build the plant, which would later be
come the property of the Government, or 
the Tennessee Valley Authority. No ap
propriation by Congress would be re
quired. Apparently that proposal was 
not given serious consideration by the 
Atomic Energy Commission, although 
under it the Government would not have 
had to appropriate a dollar. Is not that 
correct? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from 
Tennessee is correct. I am not par
ticularly familiar with that proposal. I 
have based my argument on a compari
son of the two proposals which were 
more or less compared by the manager 
of the Atomic Energy Commission. He 
seemed to know what he was talking 
about. I have taken his figures, although 
there is another estimate to the effect 
that the additional cost to the Govern
ment would not be the $3 million-plus 
mentioned by the Senator from Alabama, 
but would run $5 million-plus a year for 
a 25-year period, which would make the 
difference in cost far more than $100 
million. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. That is a fact; and 

the testimony shows it. If it be true 
that under the Von Tresckow-Burch 
proposal the Government could get the 
power and the plant a great deal cheap
er than under the Dixon-Yates proposal, 
without appropriating any money, would 
not the logical conclusion be that the 
Government wants to enter into a con
tract with a private power utility, · 
through Dixon-Yates, regardless of what 
the cost is to be? 

Mr. STENNIS. The decision is cer
tainly not measured by the cost, because 
the dollars-and-cents cost is much less 
to the Government under the other pro
posal. 

A question has been raised as to the 
Atomic Energy Commission. Whatever 
I say with reference to the members of 

that Commission is said with all defer
ence and great respect. One of the 
things which impressed me when I first 
came to the Senate a few years ago was 
the near reverence expressed on this 
floor for the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, and I learned that the same atti
tude was held with respect to the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and with good 
cause . . One of the first things I remem
ber about the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HrCKENLOOPER] was his very fine, impar
tial presentation on the floor of the Sen
ate of some of the atomic-energy legis
lation. I learned to appreciate his fine 
judgment. I heard him make an argu
ment on this subject. The sentiment 
seems to be unanimous in according 
members of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion the highest consideration. They op
erate on the highest possible plane. 
They must make decisions such as the 
decision with respect to the hydrogen 
bomb, and decisions in the realm of high 
policy with reference to the national de
fense. Our hats are off to the members 
of the Atomic Energy Comm-ission. We 
want to keep them on a high plane. 

I think it is most unfortunate that we 
have now come to the position where, 
against the will and judgment of all 
members of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion, the Commission is about to be 
forced, by Executive order, into what I 
think is an unlawful contract for the 
manufacture of electricity. This power 
will not be a part of the operations of the 
Oak Ridge, Paducah, or Portsmouth in
stallations. Therefore it is far beyond 
the law authorizing power contracts by 
the Commission. The Atomic Energy 
Commission is being used to carry out a 
policy of the administration in this case. 
I regret this, and I believe members of 
the Atomic Energy Commission regret it. 
It is my personal belief that the members 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy regret it. I directly challenge the 
sponsors of this contract to show any 
reasonable semblance of legal authority 
to sustain their position. 

I wish to read at this point the section 
of the bill which is involved: 

SEc. 164. The Commission is authorized in 
connection with the construction or opera
tion of the Oak Ridge, Paducah, and Ports
mouth installations of the Commission, 
without regard to section 3679 of the Re
vised Statutes, as amended, to enter into 
new contracts or modify or confirm existing 
contracts to provide for electric utility serv
ices for periods not exceeding 25 years, and 
such contracts shall be subject to termina
tion by the Commission upon payment of 
cancellation costs as provided in such con
tracts, and any appropriation presently or 
hereafter made available to the Commission 
shall be available for the payment of such 
cancellation costs. Any such cancellation 
payments shall be taken into consideration 
in determination of the rate to be charged 
in the event the Commission or any other 
agency of the Federal Government shall pur
chase electric utility services from the con
tractor subsequent to the cancellation and 
during the life of the original contract. 

I understand that confers what we caU 
contract authority. The Commission 
would not even have to wait for an ap
propriation. It would be given author
ity to bind the Government to the full 
limit. That shows on how high a plane 
we grant such authority. Now it is dis-
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couraging to find what I respectfully 
submit is usurpation-not a corrupt one, 
of course-of the power which was 
granted by unanimous consent only 1 
short year ago. 

Before going into the history of this 
sect ion, I wish to say a word further 
about the rule of interpretation with 
reference to legislation respecting con
tracts, and especially legislation which 
delegates power to another branch of 
the Govexnment. The only rule that ap
plies is one of reason and of logic. 
There must be a substantial reason, a 
substantial logic, applied to the inter
pretation of such a statute. 

A mere possible inference or a pos
sible interpretation by reading it into a 
sta tute is not enough, and on this point 
the thin, meager words "in connection," 
upon which the proponents necessarily 
rely, fall far short of their goal. 

We must remember that we are deal
ing with a serious question on a very high 
plane, and that we are dealing with the 
serious matter of bonds, involving more 
than $100 million, being issued, to be 
sold to the public. The bonds will be 
taken on the full faith and credit of the 
United States Government. That is a 
double reason for moving with caution 
and having a substantial legal point to 
stand on. Otherwise, someone may ask 
for a clear-cut definition of the author
ity. The clear-cut definition is exactly 
what the Anderson amendment gives. 

I am not trying to defeat the Atomic 
Energy Commission under the power 
granted to it by the present law to have 
the reasonable and necessary power nec
essary to carry out its highly important 
and necessary mission. Time is already 
short on that mission. I am asking for 
a reasonable interpretation of the .au
thority that is already granted, and a 
reasonable clarification and expression 
of the subject matter in the Anderson 
amendment. 

Mr. President, it would be tragic if 
some court should give any weight to the 
fact that this section is now to be re
enacted, and therefore uphold it on that 
account. This is a power of government 
that is needed. This is a bill that needs 
to be passed. It is important legislation. 
It has worldwide consequences. The 
opposition cannot say that we are trying 
to defeat the bill. There is no sugges
tion such as that. All we are contending 
for is a reasonable writing out and 
spelling out of what I submit was the 
original intent and the only intent that 
was described by the legislation when 
it was passed. 

With this interpretation before us and 
with this plain and simple language be
fore us, let us look to the legislative 
history as reflected by a part of the rec
ord, to determine whether it favors the 
interpretation I have given or one that 
is farfetched, inferential, and deals with 
implied power, which is the interpreta
t ion of the proponents of this contract. 

This reference to the legislative his
tory is largely repetitious, because yes
terday evening the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] brought out 
these same points in his speech, in which 
he cited the witness, Mr. Boyer, who tes
tified in connection with this law when 

it was originally passed. I refer the 
Senate to the hearings of April 23 and 
of June 10, 1953, before the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy. The hearings 
at which this testimony was given were 
held in connection with S. 4095. I do 
not seem to have the page number of the 
hearings. However, Mr. Boyer testified: 

If you will notice the language we are pro
posing: "The Atomic Energy Commission is 
aut horized in connection with construction 
and operation of the Oak Ridge, Paducah, 
and Portsmouth installations of the Com
mission, without regard to section 3679 of 
the Revised St atutes." 

In other words, it is limited to the power 
requirements of those three installations. It 
is not wide open authority. 

I was quoting from what the Senator 
from New Mexico quoted yesterday, be
cause it is the best word I have on it. 
It is right on the beam. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I believe the Sena

tor said he could not find the page ref
erence of Mr. Boyer's testimony. It is 
page 22 of the hearings. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from New Mexico. That completes the 
record on that point. 

From the same hearings, the Senator 
from New Mexico read again, from page 
43, quoting the same witness: 

The proviso of the Supplemental Appro
priations Act of 1953 is the proviso that gives 
us the authority to make this contract or 
make these contracts, and it is essentially the 
same langu age as this, except that as it will 
now be written it will limit it to Oak Ridge, 
Paducah, and Portsmout h. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. That ties in, if the 

Senator from Mississippi will permit me 
to say so, with what he pointed out a 
little while ago, namely that the lan
guage of the act for a while carried no 
limitation at all on the places to which 
it might apply. Then it was decided that 
it would be wiser not to issue what would 
amount to a blank check, or give per
mission to approve contracts in blank. 
The law limited the application to the 
three places mentioned. That is what 
Mr. Boyer's testimony refers to. The 
Senator from Mississippi pointed out, as 
I had done, that the bill originally did 
not contain such a limitation, but when 
the bill was before the committee it was 
decided to tie that question down, so 
that the limitation would apply to the 
three places, and those three places only. 
There is no mention of Memphis or Ful
ton or any other place. 

Mr. STENNIS. I appreciate the Sen
ator's comment. If I may have the Sen
ator's attention, I should like to ask him 
whether I am correct in the statement 
that at the very time this legislation was 
being passed, contracts were in the nego
tiation stage for electricity, to be used 
directly in these three plants. This leg
islation was expressly passed to cover 
those contracts, then being proposed or 
negotiated. The significance of nam
ing those three places became all the 
more important. Does the Senator agree 
that that is correct? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I know it is cor
rect. The appropriation act carried a 
limitation of $57 million as the amount 
that could be paid for termination costs. 
Private utilities were offered an oppor
tunity to build these plants. They were 
not able to do it. They were not able 
to obtain their financing on a billion 
dollars worth of contracts with only $57 
million in damages to be a warded in case 
of termination. 

The able Senator from Mississippi 
should bear in mind that separate claims 
have ben made that as soon as electric 
energy can be developed from nuclear 
power, power may be so cheap that it 
will put out of existence some of these 
same plants. Of course I think that is 
a long time in the future. However, 
investors, who would buy the $100 mil
lion bonds, to which the Senator has 
referred, might be frightened by the 
possibility that development of nuclear 
power would be as rapid as the develop
ment of the hydrogen bomb was rapid, 
and the results would take effect ove:.:-
night, and therefore these plants might 
be put out of exist~nce. Therefore $57 
million was not enough. 

The Commission was unable to find a 
contractor who would take on the con
tracts unless a great deal was added. 
The contracts were negotiated as of the 
1st day of August 1953. The hearings 
were held in June 1953. The bill did 
not clear Congress until July 1953. 
Therefore, it was only a matter of a few 
weeks until the contracts had been 
signed. I am glad to say to the Sen
ator from Mississippi that that part of 
the testimony is important, because this 
was the legislative enactment designed 
to handle the situation at three plants, 
and three plants only, and those plants 
were well known to everyone, and they 
were the ones involved in these contracts, 
and they were the only ones involved. 

Mr. STENNIS. I certainly thank the 
Senator. I think his statement of fact 
is directly in point and makes it inescap
able that the subject matter which he 
describes is all that Congress could pos
sibly have had in mind, because that was 
the only thing presented to the Congress 
in the hearings, in the bill, in the report, 
and in the debate. The only things 
seized on to contradict and to overcome 
all this background of evidence were 
these two little measly words, ''in con
nection." 

Mr. President, can that overwhelm the 
structure which is fortified from the rock 
founda tion on up to the sides of the walls 
and the arches overhead? As a lawyer, 
as a layman, or as one who is respon
sible under his legislative oath, of 
course those words cannot overwhelm 
the background of that structure. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to detain 
the Senate. I have made my major 
point, but I should like to cover one 
phase of the subject briefly--

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. STEN:WIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is a 
jurist with a great deal of experience. 
I wish to ask him this question: In legal 
interpretation, whenever specific places 
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or conditions are concerned, unless there 
is a protective clause providing that the 
language should not exclude others, does 
not that mean that the section of the 
particular law is applicable only to the 
places mentioned in the act? 

Mr. STENNIS. I think that is correct. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Is it not even 

stronger in the legislative • history, as 
pointed out by the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico and the distinguished 
Senator from Mississippi, that the legis
lative history was, first, in general terms, 
without pinning it down to particular 
places, and then, later, particular places 
were provided for by legislation, without 
any clause providing that this should 
not exclude other places? Does not that 
show a very definite legislative intent, 
and would not any court interpret such 
an intent to be a part of the law under 
those circumstances? 

Mr. STENNIS. I agree with the Sen
ator, absolutely, and I appreciate the · 
point being brought out at this moment. 

Mr. President, I have two more refer
ences to the historical background of the 
legislation. I am reading now from the 
hearings of this year, from a letter which 
Dr. Smyth and Mr. Zuckert sent to Mr. 
Hughes. It will be found at page 958 of 
the pearings. I read: 

The present proposal would create a situa
tion whereby the AEC would be contracting 
for power not 1 kilowatt of which would be 
used in connection with the Commission 
production activities. 

Not one kilowatt, Mr. President. That 
is not contradicted. On the other hand, 
it is substantiated. By whom? By the 
general manager of the Atomic Energy 
Commission himself, when he said, at 
page 959 of the hearings: 

Probably it is technically correct that no 
ampere ever produced at this plant will tech
nically get into Oak Ridge or Paducah. 

Consider those words, Mr. President 
in the light of the report on the Hous~ 
bill by the joint committee. 

Through that report the joint com
mittee told the Congress-and this is in 
the Senate committee report on the 
House bill, at page 2: 

This power-

Speaking of the power for which we 
gave authority to negotiate-

This power is to be used for the operation 
of the gaseous cillfusion plants at the three 
cities specified. 

That is what the law says is the extent 
of their authority. Substantiated by that 
historical background, Mr. President, 
how can those flimsy words which were 
added at the last moment, when no one 
gave them any attention a year ago
not the draftsmen, not the authors, not 
the reports, not the debates, but added 
at the last moment and used as the basis 
of a policy decision, as the Senator from 
Iowa agrees-how can they be used now 
to offset the firm foundation constructed 
on the Rock of Gibraltar with reference 
to this section? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yi~d? 

Mr. STENNNS. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. As I have listened to the 

Senator develop his legal argument, I 
have been reminded of a famous Ten-

nessee judge who, in making his charge 
to the jury and in summarizing a case, 
had a system of logic which was heralded 
throughout the hill country of Tennessee. 
I congratulate the Senator from Mis
sissippi. 

I have been thrilled at the magnificent 
way in which he has constructed his 
argument, brick by brick, and now that 
he has reached its climax, dispelling, as 
I see it, the faintest question of the le
gality of the proposed contract to which 
he has made specific reference. I should 
like tp inquire of the Senator if he thinks 
an attempt so to stretch and strain the 
act, unrelated to the intent of the Con
gress, adds to the confidence of the peo
ple in their Government. 

Mr. STENNIS. After the officials are 
well advised as to the facts, with a full 
chance to read and to study the author
ity and the limit of the authority in
volved here, it seems to me, without im
puting any bad motives to anyone, it is a 
great strain on the confidence of the 
people to have this matter go on un
checked. I have an abiding confidence, 
I will say to the Senator from Tennessee 
and to the Senate, that when the facts 
are all fully known by everyone, includ
ing the President of the United States, 
something will be done toward stopping 
this contract. I confidently believe that 
will be the final outcome of this con
troversy. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I shall be very happy 
to yield. 

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator re
members the lease-purchase bill and 
realizes that it was an administration 
bill, does he not? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Is it not true that 
under that bill, where the Government of 
the United States was the renter, build
ings being leased by the Government 
were constructed by private funds and 
a rental was charged which would give 
the constructing parties their cost back, 
plus a reasonable profit, and at the end 
of the contract period the property 
would belong to the United States Gov
ernment? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. EASTLAND. That was an ad
ministration proposal, was it not? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. EASTLAND. That is not followed 

in this instance, because here is a con
tract providing that at the end of the 
25-year period the facility will belong to 
private investors. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank my colleague 
from Mississippi for the very timely con
tribution. His analogy is correct and his 
parallel is correct and sound. It points 
up one of the great fallacies of this pro
posal. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I wish to point out to 
my colleague, the senior Senator from 
Mississippi, that when the proposals were 
made concerning the lease-purchase 
plan, Congress was approached and was 
asked for the authority. It was not nec
essary to try to launch out on two flimsy 

words which perhaps could have been 
found in some law, somewhere. The 
interested persons came to Congress; 
they acted properly. The question was 
debated back and forth in the committee 
and on the floors of Congress for many 
weeks, and finally there emerged the 
legislative act which is now the law of the 
land, and the project has proceeded 
thereunder accordingly. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. EASTLAND. The only difference 

is that here is a facility the product of 
which the Government of the United 
States will use. At the end of the pe
riod the administration is violating its 
own proposal, because its own proposal, 
in the Lease-Purchase Act, was that at 
the end of the lease period, the Govern
ment would own the facility. But in 
this instance the situation is being ma
nipulated to create a tremendous for
tune for persons who will own the fa
cility at the end of the lease period. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. While I feel very 

strongly that the TV A should be able to 
have hydroelectric plants and steam
plants to supply its own power, it should 
be pointed out that the Government, if 
it does not intend to do that, had an 
opportunity to enter into a contract an
alogous to the lease-purchase kind of 
contract to which the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND] referred, 
when it was presented with a well 
worked out proposal by Mr. Von Tresc
kow and Mr. Burch, which contained 
facts and figures as to what the cost 
would be. The Government would have 
saved a great deal of money in the in
terim, and at the termination of the 
lease the Government would have 
owned a steamplant. I think that in
formation should be made a part of the 
RECORD. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Tennessee for his excellent con
tribution to the record. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Repeated 

reference has been made by the Senator 
from Tennessee to the Von Tresckow 
contract. Let the RECORD show, be
cause I think it is desirable that the 
actual fact be shown, that the Von 
Tresckow proposal never has been made 
as a firm proposal. It never has been 
detailed. All it provides is that when 
a $4,500,000 promotion fee has been 
guaranteed by the Government, then 
the Von Tresckow interests will under
take to put together a group to build a 
plant, and the Government will guaran
tee every last dollar to build the plant. 
Von Tresckow will have no responsibility 
whatsoever. 

It is nothing but a financial promo
tion proposition, for a fee of $4,500,000. 
They will sell bonds to the public, with 
no responsibility whatsoever on their 
part. The Government will hold the 
sack completely. There will be no lim
itation whatsoever. The Government 
will not even receive a report as to who 
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will comprise the engineering group 
which will construct the building. 

There is no specification, there is no 
outline of the program, other than that 
the Government is to hand out $4,500,-
000, while the Von Tresckow group will 
sell some bonds, will get someone to 
build the plant, but will have no respon
sibility for the construction, and will 
have no responsibility for the limiting 
costs. 

The Von Tresckow offer is only a 
brokerage banker's promotional opera
tion for a fee of $4,500,000, which they 
hope to pick up within the first years of 
operation. It is vastly different from 
the businesslike proposition of the Dix
on-Yates Co., with guaranties, with a 
specific outline of what is proposed to be 
done, and of what the price will be over 
a 30-year period of time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Iowa. I am not prepared to com
ment on that contract. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I appreciate the 

Senator's yielding to me on this point. I 
shall later, on my own time, discuss the 
Von Tresckow proposal, but I think it 
should be pointed out in the colloquy 
that Mr. Von Tresckow and Mr. Burch, 
after their first engineers were pressured 
out of the business, had other engineers 
meet with the engineers of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, who, the testimony 
shows, were very favorably impressed 
with their proposal. They asked for per
mission to meet with the Commissioners 
and the other top people of the Commis
sion. They had a specific proposal. Ap
parently the Senator from Iowa has not 
read the testimony before the Monopoly 
Subcommittee of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, which I have in my hand, in 
which the proposal is set forth in detail 
as a workable proposal. No one has 
shown that it is not a sound proposal. 
The only difficulty was that the top offi
cials of the Atomic Energy Commission 
refused to sit down and go over the pro
posal with the Von Tresckow engineers. 
They would not even give them an op
portunity to be considered. 

The specifications apparently were 
written so that only the Southern Co. 
and the Middle South Utilities, Inc., 
could bid on the proposal. It is interest
ing to note that Mr. Yates, attorney for 
the Southern Co. and the Middle South 
Utilities Co., Inc., said in his testimony 
that they had not even seen the Gov
ernment specifications when they started 
to negotiate with the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

So there seems to have been a firm 
determination on the part of certain offi
cials of the Atomic Energy Commission 
not to negotiate with the Von Tresckow 
group, no matter how good their pro
posal was, and not to negotiate with any
one else except the Southern Co. and 
the Middle South Utilities, Inc., and the 
Commission began to negotiate with 
them before the Dixon-Yates group ever 
saw the specifications which the Gov
ernment wanted in connection with the 
steam plant. 

I must take exception to the statement 
of the Senator from Iowa as to the Von 

Tresckow proposal not being sound and 
worked out in detail. A reading of the 
hearings before the Monopoly Subcom .. 
mittee of the Committee on the Judi
ciary will show that the Von Tresckow 
proposal was well considered and was not 
objected to by the Atomic Energy Com
mission or its staff, and that no flaws 
whatsoever were pointed out in the plan. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have 
only one further point, and I shall be 
brief as to that. 

The proposed contract has been her
alded far and near as a private enterprise 
venture. It does not have the first ele
ments of a genuine private enterprise 
venture because it is subsidized-top, 
side, and bottom. There is a guaranty 
as to its cost, with a margin allowing for 
error. There is a guaranty for its oper
ation, with a margin allowed for in
creased cost of labor and increased cost 
of fuel. That is a Government guar
anty as to those items. Does that sound 
like private enterprise or free enterprise, 
as those words are ordinarily under
stood? Does that sound like it has basic 
fundamentals? 

There is a guaranty of income on the 
invested capital, and, incidentally, at a 
high rate. There are no competitive bids 
for its construction. Does . that sound 
like free enterprise? The Government 
will pay all taxes and fees-State, local, 
and Federal. The Dixon-Yates group 
will be called on to invest only $5,500,000 
of their own money, and this can hardly 
be called chance money. But, at the 
same time, they will be guaranteed a 
return of 9 percent per annum on the 
$5,500,000; and when the 9 percent is 
figured in connection with the profits, the 
Federal Government then will pay the 
Federal and State income tax on the 
9-percent return on the investment. 

Only a few days ago it was the opin
ion of the majority of the Senate that 
the Government could not afford to in
crease the personal exemption of a small 
income taxpayer, as to his gross income, 
by as much as $100 a year. 

I do not make these points in criticism 
of private enterprise companies. This is 
far from my purpose. I make the point 
to show that the atomic-energy enter
prise is so vast that it cannot be han
dled by private enterprise under the nor
mal business methods, and will have to 
be guaranteed and underwritten for all 
practical purposes by the Federal Gov
ernment. That is why there has been 
a request for guaranties and what are, 
in effect, subsidies, and that is why there 
has been a request for insurance against 
increases in the cost of fuel and labor. 
That is why there is desired a virtual 
guaranty as to the cost of the undertak
ing, That is why there has been re
quested a guaranty as to taxes and other 
similar costs. Such a va&t enterprise is 
involved, and it is so fraught with un
certainties, that it is unreasonable that 
they be asked to take all the risk, which 
leads us to the inescapable conclusion on 
that point that the Government would 
stand on much firmer ground if it built 
the plant in the first place, and thereby 
saved the extra money which letting of 
the contract would cost. 

A while ago the Senator from Miss is ... 
sippi mentioned the lease-purchase bill. 
I was a member of the Committee on 
Public Works which considered the bill. 
I was also a member of the Armed Serv
ices Committee when it considered a 
measure relating to contracts for the 
building of small ships. We learned 
much about the subject matter during 
the progress of discussion and debate on 
the two bills. Incidentally, I supported 
the bills as an experiment along the lines 
of that method of doing business. 

As the Senator from Mississippi 
pointed out, however, when the period 
of leasing was over, the Government 
would receive the benefit of whatever 
usefulness there remained in the ships. 
Under the present proposal, there would 
be nothing left for the Government. 
Under the present proposal, there would 
have to be the guaranties which I men
tioned, which shows it is beyond the pale 
of a reasonable private enterprise meas
ure as it is ordinarily understood, and 
that it is necessary for the Government 
to become a party to the arrangements 
and to carry the risk. I submit the Gov
ernment might just as well build the 
plant. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Does the Senator 
mean to infer that an escalator clause 
having to do with increased costs of la
bor and fuel is alien to private industry? 

Mr. STENNIS. I understand it is now 
used to some extent in some industries, 
but it is certainly a long way from the 
rugged individualism which was involved 
when a man used to take a risk. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. I think the Senator 
will find that there probably is not a 
contract of any size having to do with a 
private powerplant which does not con
tain such a clause. 

I should like to ask another question. 
Do not consumers pay all the taxes 
which a powerplant pays? In the last 
analysis, .no one else can pay the taxes 
except the consumer. The purchaser 
always pays the taxes. 

Mr. STENNIS. It certainly is not 
customary for the Government to pay 
the taxes of a manufacturing concern 
or industry which is selling goods, and 
that is what we are being called upon to 
provide for in this case. The Govern
ment buys many Buicks from General 
Motors for the use of officials at the 
Pentagon, but the Government does not 
pay the taxes on the automobiles. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. The tax is included 
in the cost of the automobile. 

Mr. STENNIS. At least, the manu
facturer takes a chance on making a 
profit on the sale of the automobiles it 
manufactures; but, as the Senator from 
Mississippi interprets the situation, no 
one will be taking a chance so far as the 
Dixon-Yates contract is concerned. 

After all the payments are guaranteed 
and everything is subsidized, as I have 
outlined, the Government may have to 
pay a $40 million cancellation fee if the 
contract is canceled. That is a consid
erable amount of money. If the con
tract is carried out it will cost the Gov
ernment, at the lowest estimate, more 
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than $90 million additional over what 
it would cost to build and operate the 
plant itself. In addition, at the end 
of the 25 years the Government will 
have nothing left whatsoever, not even 
a burned-out light fuse. The contrac
tors will own the plant. If the Govern
ment builds the plant, of course it will 
own it all the while, as well as at the 
end of the 25 years, and indefinitely. 

Mr. President, I yield th~ fioor. 
Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. UP-

TON in the chair) . The Senator from 
Mississippi is recognized. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the 
Dixon-Yates proposal constitutes a very 
bad business practice. It is a glaring 
example of governmental paternalism. 
It is worse than paternalism, because 
the Government would reimburse all 
taxes paid by the group and then leave 
the United States at the mercy of the 
Arkansas and other taxing authorities. 
It is paternalism participated in and for 
the benefit of those who cry "free enter
prise," who profess to abhor any form 
of governmental help or assistance, and 
who condemn TV A, REA, and all the 
power programs which have meant so 
much to our people as governmental 
paternalism in its worst form. 

The plant in question will cost $107,-
250,000. The Dixon-Yates group will in
vest only 5 percent of this amount. 
The group is guaranteed a 9-percent . 
profit on this investment plus immunity 
from all taxes-local, State, and Fed
eral. The other 95 percent of this huge 
sum is to be financed by bonds guar
anteed by the Government, which would 
yield 3Y2 percent interest. That is an 
unnecessarily high rate of interest, and 
is in fact a subsidy which must be paid 
for in electric-light rates. At the end 
of the period the group will own the 
plant. It has a contract that the Gov
ernment will take 93 percent of the 
power generated in the plant. 

Mr. President, this group would be 
using Government credit and a Govern
ment contract to acquire property worth 
in excess of $100 million. It would create 
a tremendous guaranteed fortune for 
those involved. They would acquire the 
fortune by Government manipulation 
and without the chance of loss. It would 
be a fortune acquired without the neces
sity of competitive bidding, which I have 
always understood was necessary in Gov
ernment to protect the taxpayers and 
to promote the public welfare. What is 
the justification for letting a contract 
such as is proposed without competitive 
bidding? In times other than when we 
are engaged in war a Government con
tract which is not let to the lowest 
and best bidder should be looked upon 
with suspicion. 

Mr. President, at this session of Con
gress, not more than 60 days ago, the 
Senate passed a measure dealing with 
exactly this type of contract; the Sen
ate passed the lease-purchase bill for 
the construction of public buildings. Un
der the provisions of that measure, when 
the Government negotiates with a pri
vate industry or corporation to construct 
a building in which the Government is 
to be the sole taker of office space, a 
contract is entered into with the pri-

vate corporation or builder to guarantee 
occupancy of the space at a specific 
rental which will pay for the cost of the 
building, plus a reasonable profit to the 
contractor. But at the expiration of the 
contract, the building will belong to the 
Federal Government. Why has this ad
ministration ignored its own principles 
governing contracts whereby the Gov
ernment is the sole taker of commod
ities? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Did not the Senator from 

Mississippi, along with the junior Sena
tor from Tennessee, support the phi
losophy of giving a reasonable profit to 
those who wish to invest in a facility for 
the Federal Government, but require 
that after the reasonable profit has 
been realized and after the cost of the 
building has been amortized, the build
ing shall become the property of the 
people who paid for it? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes; in other words, 
the building will then belong to, and be 
the property of, the people of the United 
States. That was the proposal of the 
Eisenhower administration. 

Mr. GORE. And we supported it. 
Mr. EASTLAND. Yes. 
Mr. GORE. But the proposal now be

fore us is not of that kind. 
Mr. EASTLAND. No; it is not. This 

proposal is identical in all respects with 
the other, except that at the expiration 
of the contract, the private organization 
will obtain title to all the property. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Misissippi 
yield for a question? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. The Senator 

from Mississippi referred to the great 
fortune which will accrue to those who 
build this plant. Is the Senator from 
Mississippi suffering under the delusion 
that the plant will be worth any large 
amount of money at the end of the 25 
years, plus the 5-year extension the Com
mission can require if it chooses to do so? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Of course, it will be 
worth more than the $5 million the Sen
ator from Iowa mentioned. But I submit 
that $5 million is a fortune; and by right 
and justice, that plant-whether worth 
$5 million or $2 million-should belong 
to the people of the United States. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I suggest to 
the Senator from Mississippi that at the 
end of the 25 years, the Dixon-Yates Co. 
will not have received back its $5 million. 
That money will still be unpaid; and 25 
percent of the cost of the plant will still 
be unamortized. 

Mr. EASTLAND. But they will get 9 
percent, and on that small investment, 
they will get property which will be worth 
many millions of dollars. It will be worth 
many times what they invest in it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. At this time 
it is impossible to say what a plant of 
that kind will be worth in 25 or 30 years. 
But the probabilities are-

Mr. EASTLAND. Then that is all the 
more reason why the United States 
should have title to the property. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. But the prob
abilities are that it will be worth prac
tically nothing, except as an occasional 

standby, peak-power producer on a most 
inefficient basis. 

Mr. EASTLAND. That is the conclu
sion of the Senator from Iowa. Even if 
that conclusion is correct, the property 
should belong to the people of the United 
States, who will have paid for it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. They will not 
have paid for it, under this proposal; but 
they will pay for it, to the extent of $107 
million or more, if the procedure fol
lowed is by way of immediate appro
priation to be spent through · the TVA. 
If that procedure is followed, that 
amount of money will be tied up during 
the entire time. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Let me say that the 
only dispute I have heard in this case, as 
I have listened to both sides, is a dispute 
regarding how much more the cost to 
the taxpayers of the United States will 
be under this proposal. Everyone admits 
the cost will be more. Does not the Sen
ator from Iowa agree that this proposal 
will cost more? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No; I do not 
think under this contract it will cost a 
dime more. 

Mr. EASTLAND. What was the opin
ion of the Atomic Energy Commission? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Atomic 
Energy Commission, after adding or in
cluding the taxes and the extra costs of 
the money, arrived at a figure of approx
imately $3,500,000 a year. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes; that much more 
each year. What did the Bureau of the 
Budget say? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In other 
words, that it would cost more than to 
have the TV A furnish the power-but 
after the Federal Government had fur
nished the TV A with from $100 million 
to $1~0 million of the taxpayers' money, 
to bmld the plant. 

Mr. EASTLAND. How did the Bureau 
of the Budget figure it? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Roughly the 
same. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Certainly. 
Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. But let me 

point out something that has not been 
included in the calculations. Under the 
Dixon-Yates proposal, the private-en
terprise proposal, the Government will 
not pay the cost of keeping the plant 
modernized during the period of 25 
years. But the Dixon-Yates people will 
pay for that. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, is the 
Senator from Iowa asking me a question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No; I am try
ing to get the Senator from Mississippi 
straight on the facts. 

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator from 
Iowa needs to be made straight on the 
facts. I certainly agree with him that 
this is a case involving private enter
prise; in fact, it is very private-so pri
vate, that nobody but this group could 
participate. It was tailormade for them. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. This is the 
only group that presented any kind of 
understandable or reliable proposal. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa knows 
this matter was not thrown open to com
petitive bidding. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. The Dixon
Yates group was the only group I know 
of that made a proposal. Any group 
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h~d a right to make a proposal, if it 
Wis?ed ~o--even the von Tresckow group, 
WhiCh Is an investment bankers group . . 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I think it should be 

pointed out that on page 65 of the hear
ings before the Judiciary subcommittee 
it is shown that the von Tresckow group 
presented a proposal and stated who 
their personnel were. Although the un
derlings-the engineers-of the Atomic 
Energy Commission were satisfied and 
did not raise any question, the' von 
Tresckow group never could get consid
eration from the top echelon of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. The top 
echelon men were not even willing to 
sit down with the von Tresckow group 
and see what their proposal was. 

Mr. illCKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
if the Senator from Mississippi will yield 
to me, let me say that the record does 
not bear out that statement. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The record is here 
before me. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President 
I wish to correct that statement. ' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Mississippi has the floor. 
Do€s he yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. EASTLAND. At this time I yield 
to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. illCKENLOOPER. The record 
shows that the Von Tresckow group, rep
resentatives of brokerage houses, did 
meet with the proper officials of the 
Atomic Energy Commission who had 
charge of the Commission's power or
ganization. The Von Tresckow group 
did not necessarily meet with the Atomic 
Energy Commissioners themselves, who 
are not engineers; but the Von Tresckow 
group met with the responsible heads of 
the department of the Atomic Energy 
Commission whose duty it is to deal with 
this matter, those who were the tech
nically trained persons in charge of the 
matter. 

If the Von Tresckow group are com
plaining because they did not see the 
Commissioners, who are not technically 
trained and capable in this field, that is 
just too bad. Perhaps the members of 
the Von Tresckow group felt that they 
did not receive the plush, red carpet 
treatment of the sort they would have 
liked to receive. But they talked to 
those in the Atomic Energy Commission 
who knew about the matter. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, ac
cording to the testimony, they talked to 
Mr. Thaxton, who apparently was well 
satisfied with their proposal. But Gen
eral Nichols and the Commissioners 
would not even get information from 
Mr. Thaxton about what the proposal 
was. They seemed to be bent on getting 
along with the Dixon-Yates group. Ac
cording to the hearings, General Nichols 
said he did not even know who Mr. 
Thaxton was. Yet Mr. Thaxton was the 
one who met with the Von Tresckow 
group; and, as Mr. von Tresckow and Mr. 
B~rch expressed it, they thought every
thmg was fine, and that the Commission 
would be willing to negotiate with them. 
But then the carpet was pulled out from 
under their feet, whereupon Mr. Burch 
and Mr. von Tresckow sent the telegram 

tha~ appears on page 69 of the hearings, 
settmg forth who were their engineers 
and who all the others connected with 
the proposal were, and asking only for 
leave to negotiate with someone who had 
the power to act. But they were not even 
accorded the courtesy of a reply to that 
telegram. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. . They met 
with the proper officials of the Com-
mission. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The proper officials 
apparently would not even tell General 
Nichols about it, because General Nich
ols did not know anything about it. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to make an observation in 
connection with what the Senator from 
Tennessee has said. The Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] said that the 
von Tresckow-Burch proposal was a 
banker promotion scheme. If it was a 
banker promotion scheme, why were 
they not given the opportunity of mak
ing a bid? If they could save the Gov
ernment money, why should they not 
have had an opportunity to bid? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is something 
I have not been able to understand. 
The only explanation given is by Mr. 
James, the attorney for Dixon-Yates, 
that his clients did not even have the 
Government specifications when the 
Atomic Energy Commission sought them 
out to negotiate with them. So appar
ently the Atomic Energy Commission did 
not want any alternative proposal. It 
did not want competitive bidding. It 
would not even sit down and see what 
the von Tresckow group had, and that 
in the face of the fact that Mr. von 
Tresckow and his group had competent 
engineers and competent financiers, and 
they had had experience in building 
steam plants. It seems to me that the 
Commission should have been interested 
in considering a proposal which would 
have saved the Government a great deal 
of money initially, and under which, 
after the end of the contract, the prop
erty would belong to the Government, 
and not to the private utility. 

Mr. EASTLAND. The point the Sen
ator from Mississippi was making was 
this: It is the proposal of the Eisenhower 
administration under the Lease-Pur
chase Act, which I supported, and which 
I thought was sound, that when the 
Government is the taker of all the office 
space in ~ building, a rent should be 
charged which will provide the lessor 
his investment plus a reasonable profit 
over a period of years, and that at the 
end of that period the building shall be 
owned by the people of the country. If 
that was a sound principle in the Lease
Purchase Act, it would be a sound pro
vision in this contract. When the Gov
ernment is the taker of the electricity, a 
provision in a contract that at the end 
of the contract period the facility shall 
be owned by the private utility is inex
cusable. 

In the instant contract the Govern
ment is the sole taker of this electric 
power. Government credit is building 
the facility, yet contrary to the prin
ciples of the Lease-Purchase Act, after 
the Government credit builds the plant 
and pays for 1t, the plant and facilities 

still belong to the private corporation. 
Why was not the principle of the Lease
Purchase Act not followed in this in
stance, whereby after the Government 
credit built the plant and it was paid for 
the title does not pass to the Govern~ 
ment? 
. Mr. President, why was not this prac

tice followed in this instance? Why 
were not the doors thrown open and 
everyone given an opportunity to com
pete? The principal question is why is 
It necessary to construct this plant at 
all? What is the necessity of giving this 
contract to Dixon-Yates group or to any 
ot~~r p~ivate power company? A public 
utility Is essentially a monopoly, it has 
the responsibility to serve the needs for 
which it is created in the particular area 
for which it has a franchise to serve 
TVA is obligated by the Congress and by 
the Government to supply the power 
needs of the Tennessee Valley and adja
cent areas which it now serves. It has 
a fran.chise to do this. It is obligated 
to do It. It has the right and duty to 
su~pl~ the power for this particular area. 
This Is the law. This is the policy of 
th~ Government. The construction of 
~his pl~nt ~ill invade this territory and 
IS an mvaswn of the TV A's franchise 
It is obvi~us that this is the first step: 
Mr. President, for the private power 
companies to take over the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. It has been their pur
pose ~o do so. When the Government 
per~uts another group to invade TVA 
terntory or to generate electric current 
which is the Tennessee Valley Author
ity's obligation to generate, it is obvious 
th~t the Government is attempting to 
this extent to permit private groups to 
take over the Tennessee Valley Au
thority. 

Mr. President, it is likewise the duty 
and the obligation of the Government 
under the law embodied in the TVA Act 
to see that electric power is furnished 
by economical means and at as low cost 
as is possible. The United States Gov
ernment through its agency, the Ten
nessee Valley Authority, operates the 
power business and supplies the power 
needs . of the Tennessee Valley area. 
There IS no question but that this power 
can be generated and supplied by the 
Tennessee Valley Authority at a lower 
cost than is proposed in the Dixon-Yates 
contract. The only question is the 
amount of the increase. This is an ex
ceedingly bad business practice. 

Mr. GO.RE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. The Budget Bureau, the 

Federal Power Commission and the 
Atomic Energy Commission ~eached an 
agreement as to the difference in the 
cost. The Tennessee Valley Authority 
thought the difference would be some
what greater. Was not the figure agreed 
upon by the Budget Bureau, the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and the Federal 
Power Commission in excess of $3 mil
lion a year? 

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct. 
Mr. GORE. And the TV A estimate 

. was in excess of $5 million a year? 
Mr. EASTLAND. Yes; and I think it 

is the more accurate of the two. 
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Mr. President, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority is a yardstick to measure the 
cost of producing electric current. It 
is likewise a yardstick to measure the 
costs of transmitting electric current. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. I assure the Senator that 

I have an oper: mind on this subject. 
I have not closed it, and I am following 
the Senator's argument. Wllen the 
Senator urges that TVA is a yardstick 
to measure the cost of producing elec
tric power, does he urge that that yard
stick should not include the cost of in
terest on the money? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Of course it should. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. In the analyses 

which have been made of the cost, the 
cost of money for TV A has been com
puted, just as in the case of the private 
company. There is one difference. A 
Government agency can probably bor
row a little more advantageously than 
can a private company. There is a dif
ference in the cost of money, figured 
over a period of 25 years. 

Mr. EASTLAND. But that is very 
small. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It is not too large. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. Allowing for the fact that 

the Government can borrow money more 
cheaply than can private enterprise, does 
the Senator feel that tax payments 
should not be taken into consideration 
when one attempts to determine, by a 
yardstick, what the cost of producing 
electric power should be? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Taxes are taken in
to consideration. The TV A pays taxes, 
or the equivalent of taxes. 

This yardstick has been of great bene
fit to all the people of every section of 
the United States. It has demonstrated 
the low cost of producing electricity and 
has caused a reduction in electric light 
rates all over this country. It is respon
sible for a reduction in the electric light 
bills in homes and a reduction in the 
power bills for industry all over the 
country. It has saved the people of the 
United States billions of dollars in their 
electric charges because it has demon
strated how cheaply electricity can be 
produced and has caused power rates to 
decline. There is not an electric con
sumer in this country who has not bene
fited because of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. It has earned for the Amer
ican people many times the money which 
the Government has appropriated for 
this agency. If the Tennessee Valley 
Authority is taken over by the private 
companies or if its costs of operation are 
increased, as this proposal would cause, 
there is no adequate yardstick to meas
ure the costs of producing electricity and 
the result would be an increase in the 
electric power rates all over the country, 
and this will include approximately a 
thousand REA associations with over 4 
million members. Do not forget that 
over 80 percent of all REA associations 

buy their power from the private sources 
and serve only rural areas. 

Mr. President, it is imperative that this 
amendment be adopted in order to pro
tect the consumers of electricity in every 
section of this country. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, one 
of the members of the Atomic Energy 
Commission wrote a letter to the Chair
man of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy with reference to section 21 of 
the bill. The letter refers to the subject 
of the chairman being the principal offi
cer of the Commission, and there has 
been quite a bit of discussion about it. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ter be printed in the RECORD at this point. 
It was written by Commissioner Thomas 
E. Murray, and is dated June 24, 1954. 
In the letter Mr. Murray expresses his 
view on that subject. When we come to 
discuss section 21 reference to the letter 
may be helpful, and I believe it should be 
available for that pm·pose to the Mem
bers of the Senate. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JUNE 24, 1954. 
Hon. W. STERLING COLE, 

Chairman, Joint Commi t t ee on Atomic 
Energy. 

DEAR MR. CoLE: Section 21 of your proposed 
new bill still contains language that, in my 
opinion, may destroy the effectiveness of the 
Commission form of organization. 

On Sunday, June 13, on the television 
program "Man of the Week," you repeated 
an interpretation of the proposed revision 
to sect ion 21 of the Atomic Energy Act 
which you originally made in the open hear
ings on June 4, 1954. I refer to your reserva
tion as to equal access to atomic information 
among the Commissioners. 

Your statements leave no doubt that the 
intention of the present language is to give 
the majority authority to deny to 1 or 2 
Commissioners access to information neces
sary to carry out their responsibilities. Such 
powers could be used by the majority to make 
it impossible for the minority to establish 
the facts on which to base their position. 
This situation could have the effect of a 
suppression of minority views, thus negfl.ting 
one of the fundamental principles of a Com
mission-type organization. 

There are other reasons besides your public 
statements which give me concern. I refer 
to the history of certain important policy 
issues many of which have already been 
brought to the attention of your committee: 
The TVA negotiations; the U.N. atomic pool 
proposal; inability to properly exchange 
mutual ideas with the militat"y; the "size 
of weapons" issue; the inaction to reach a 
decision to continue continental testing; 
difficulties arising out of the dual relation
ship of the Chairman with the executive 
branch. 

In view of these considerations, I urge 
you to add after the sentence ending "or as 
the Commission may direct" the following 
sentence: 

"Nothing in this section shall be con
strued in any way to limit the right of access 
of each Commissioner to the information 
necessary to carry out his responsibilities 
under this act." 

I respectfully request that this letter, 
along with my letters to your committee of 
May 4, 1954, May 20, 1954, and June 1, 1954, 
be made a part of the record of the hearings 
on H. R. 8862. 

Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS E. MURRAY, 
· Commissioner. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
wish to discuss briefly the means which 
the Atomic Energy Commission, with the 
approval of the President and the Bureau 
of the Budget, seeks to use in order to 
secure the electric power which it needs 
to carry out its work. 

Some of the Members of the Senate 
have propounded the point of view that 
the Atomic Energy Commission must 
secure its additional power from the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

TV A is a creature of the United States 
Government. It was created to serve a 
number of purposes, as a multipurpose 
agency, concerned with the control of 
floods on the Tennessee River, promotion 
of navigation on the river and in the 
course of these activities to dispose of the 
electric power generated through these 
activities. 

In the disposal of this TV A electric 
power, Congress set up different classes 
of customers on a priority system. 
Agencies of the Federal Government 
have the top priority, and municipal sys
tems and cooperative have next call and 
so forth. 

However, the customer is not obligated 
to exercise his priority option and a 
Federal Government agency is not re
quired to secure its power from the TV A. 
The priority is imposed on TVA, not on 
the customer agency. An option is a 
right, not a restriction. 

In the present case, the Atomic Energy 
Commission may or may not exercise its 
option as it sees fit and as its best in
terest dictate, consistent with the law. 

The TV A through the practice of ex
clusive supplier contracts now operates 
as a monopoly wholesaler of electric 
energy in its entire service area, and be
cause it operates as a monopoly, it main
tains that it has an obligation to supply 
all the necessary power to its customers. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I shall be glad to 
yield, with the understanding that the 
Senator's remarks will appear at the end 
of my remarks. 

Mr. GORE. I should like to ask a 
question of the Senator and to make a 
comment on his statement. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should be glad to 
have the Senator do so at the end of my 
remarks. 

There is no reason. why the Atomic 
Energy Commission must exercise its 
option, which could create a power deficit 
for other customers which TVA as a 
matter of practical reality must serve. 

There is nothing unprecedented about 
the present proposals to supply the needs 
of AEC. At Paducah, Ky.~ within the 
service area of TVA monopoly, the 
Atomic Energy Commission already has 
firm contracts for purchase of power 
from sources other than TVA. TV A 
itself has a long history of buying electric 
power from outside, private sources. 

Opponents of the private-company
AEC power contract, which incidentally, 
is not even in existence, have sought to 
create the impression that such a con
tract would be unique, unprecedented, 
and a violation of the unsullied chastity 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority's 
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hitherto unsoiled dealings with private 
enterprise. Nothing could be more false. 

Let us keep the following factors in 
mind: 

First. If the Congress forces the 
Atomic Energy Commission to buy its 
power from the TV A, as the President's 
opponents desire, they will bring about 
two possibilities. Either TV A must fur
ther expand its power generating facili
ties-outside its service area and very 
likely outside its legal authority-or TVA 
must fail to meet its existing commit
ments within its service area. 

Second. The use of privately gener
ated power will avoid an outlay of about · 
$100 million of Federal tax revenues for 
capital investment over the next 3 years, 
during a period when all of us would like 
to balance the budget and reduce the 
taxes. 

Third. Action to force AEC to buy its 
power from TV A sets a strange and, to 
me, entirely unwarranted precedent for 
the Atomic Energy Commission. The 
Commission, in the course of its several 
billion dollar annual business contracts 
for and buys a vast number of s~rvices 
and products in both large and small 
quantities. To me it is dangerous to 
require AEC to buy its electric power 
from a single source of supply in the 
area and further to specify what that 
source will be. 

AEC in the course of its normal oper
ations must deal with and purchase from 
a large number of agencies, both public 
and private and there is nothing unholy 
in permitting them to buy power from a 
private source in this case. 

The proposal now under consideration 
by AEC for its power requirements is a 
firm o1Ier. This offer provides a stated 
maximum capital cost which can be re
flected in the rates. The annual costs 
are reasonable in comparison with every 
other estimate. The proposed contract 
provides for cancellation without bur
densome complications. It is backed by 
competent engineering and other tech
nical services. The sponsors assume the 
major risk if the costs of construction 
exceed the estimate. 

The AEC will benefit by lower rates if 
the construction costs are below the esti
mate. 

Completion of this proposed contract 
between AEC and the private source will 
not destroy TVA, it will not hurt TVA, 
and the only effect on TV A which I can 
foresee is a strengthening and a greater 
ability of TVA to serve its area. The 
President, in his budget message made it 
clear that there is no intention or desire 
to dismember TVA. 

I do not believe this amendment is in 
the public interest for the reasons I have 
outlined above, and I hope the Senate 
will defeat it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is a 

member of the Committee on Appropri
ations, and a point has arisen in the de
bate during the last few days about TVA 
that interests me. It is the statement 
by the AEC, particularly Mr. Nichols, 
which I put into the RECORD yesterday, 

and which has been referred to several 
times. The statement would indicate 
that the estimate of the TV A of the cost 
of production at Fulton-and it is an 
estimate only-led Mr. Nichols to believe 
that the AEC was overcharged by TVA 
by the present rates at Shawnee, and 
also at Oak Ridge. In other words, un
der the existing contract there is such a 
great disparity between the actual rate 
the AEC pays at Oak Ridge and Shaw
nee and the· estimate of cost TVA has 
made with regard to the Fulton project. 
If that be true, does the Senator think 
it is good governmental practice, and 
does he think that the Senate is aware 
of the fact that the TVA, one govern
mental agency, is charging a much 
higher rate than it could or should 
charge to another governmental agency, 
in this case the Atomic Energy Com
mission? What does the Senator think 
of that? Has he ever thought about 
the question that arises in such a sit
uation? 

Mr. FERGUSON. To be frank with 
the Senator, I did not understand that, 
as the Senator is now suggesting, the 
charges were out of reason with the 
actual cost. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not under
stand it, either. Did the members of 
the Appropriations Committee of the 
Senate understand it when the matter 
was brought to their attention? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am not familiar 
with it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I submit the evi
dence from the TVA itself, which shows 
the agency cannot have it both ways. 
If the estimate is anywhere near accu
rate, AEC is definitely overcharged, be
cause it estimates its rate on 600,000 kilo
watts would be some $5,500,000 lower. In 
other words, the estimate of TVA's own 
engineers is that the cost of production 
of a similar quantity of power, 600,000 
kilowatts, on an annual basis, would be 
some $5,500,000 less than is proposed by 
the Dixon-Yates group, which is approx
imately the same as the amount now 
carried under the Paducah contract. It 
is obvious that there is an overcharge of 
$5,500,000. 

Is it not a very unusual scheme by 
which one Government agency can 
siphon out of another agency an undue 
amount of money without its having to 
be appropriated by the Congress? It 
would show up in their net profits. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We certainly should 
not allow that. It would show up in 
their net profits. It would not be a profit 
at all. It would be money taken out of 
another agency. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It would be a 
transfer from one agency to another. 
The answer of my distinguished ·friend 
from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE] was: "What 
difference does it make? They are all 
Government agencies, and the Govern
ment owns them all." 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In a second I 
shall be glad to yield. In connection 
with appropriations, about which the 
Senator from Michigan knows a great 
deal, it makes a difference whether we 

are appropriating new money or are 
permitting the utilization of net 
profits. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is a matter of 

human nature. 
One other question, and then I shall 

be glad to yield to the Senator from 
Tennessee. Is the Senator from Michi
gan familiar with how the bookkeeping 
on the net profits of the TV A is handled? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I have been over 
it at times in the Appropriations Com
mittee, but I would not be able to state 
it on the floor. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Since the Senator 
is a member of the committee, I think 
it would be a contribution to the RECORD 
if a member of the staff of the Appro
priations Committee would prepare a 
memorandum on that very point to be 
inserted in the RECORD tomorrow. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Would the Senator 
tell me what he would like to demon
strate? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As I understand, 
the money directly appropriated by the 
Congress to TV A is to be returned over 
a 40-year period. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does that same 

requirement apply to what they call 
their net profits? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think they apply 
their net profits to amortize this fund 
of the taxpayers. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is where I 
get lost. I do not understand it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. What is the Sena
tor's understanding? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. My understanding 
is that there is a fund of more than $200 
million which they call net profit. It is 
not subject to the requirement of the 
turnover 40-year period. It is a sort 
of a floating account which is in an 
indefinite state and is not subject to the 
same rules, we will say, that apply to 
money appropriated directly out of the 
Treasury. I think it is an important 
matter. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
feel that none of the net profit is re
quired to be returned? I want to check 
it and insert something in the RECORD 
tomorrow regarding it. I understood 
they use the net profit to repay the tax 
money within the 40-year period and do 
not return the profits as such. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would consider 
it a payment made to amortize the ap
propriation as a charge, a return on cap
ital, and not a net profit. It is a very 
complex bookkeeping system, and I do 
not J;retend to understand it. The rea
son why I asked the question was that 
if this device of taking it into the net 
profits is actually used, there is a very 
strong motive in connection with it. If 
the net profit is involved in the same 
manner as is the capital advanced there 
would not be such a motive. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I shall not wait 
until tomorrow. I shall try to find time 
today to get the information. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think it .should 
be clarified for the record. 
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Mr. FERGUSON subsequently said: 
Mr. President, earlier today the Sena
tor from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT] and 
I discussed the use of power revenues 
from TVA and the results of possible 
overcharging another government agency 
for its power. 

If the TVA overcharges another gov
ernment agency, such as AEC, and uses 
the receipts of those charges to repay 
the Federal Government for its invest
ment in TV A, it puts us in the position 
of having the taxpayer reimbursing him
self, and he is going to lose on the deal. 
If TV A uses excess revenues gained from 
overcharging a government agency in 
the general operation of its power sys
tem, it means that the Government is 
providing an additional subsidy which 
would reduce the cost of power to TV A's 
other consumers, a subsidy which I am 
sure is not contemplated by Congress in 
the operation of TV A. The Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget is reviewing 

this situation, and I believe corrective 
action will result. 

The Senator also raised a question 
about the net profit of TV A. 

In an effort to answer this question I 
have gone to a document entitled "Ten
nessee Valley Authority, Budget Program 
for the Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1955." 
A portion of this book discussed pay
ments to the United States Treasury. 
This material indicates that TV A car
ries on its books an item entitled "Bal
ance Reserved for Contingencies," which 
for the 1954 fiscal year was estimated 
at $34,478,712, which apparently repre
sents the funds available to TVA from · 
its power receipts after making its pay
ment to the Treasury. 

I ask unanimous consent that material 
entitled "Payments to the United States 
Treasury'' be inserted at this point in the 
RECORD, together with the accompany
ing tables, including schedule C-1. 

There being no objection, the matters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Tennessee Valley 4-U:thority-Schedule C-1.-Repayment of investment in power program 
under provtSwns of the Government Cm·pomtions Appropriation Act, 1948 

Fiscal year 

Minimum repayments required Hoth of plant investment at 
under 1948 law end of previous year 

Actual and estimated 
paymen ts 1 

Year Total period Year Total period Year Total period 

1948 .. __________ $10,500,000 
1949____________ 2, 500, 000 
1950 .. __________ 2, 500.000 

$10, 500, 000 
13, 000,000 
15,500.000 
18,000,000 
20, 500, 000 
23,000, 000 
25, 500,000 
28,000,000 
87,059,810 

-----iS~ 7os~ iis i- -----iS~ 7os; iisi · $10, 500, 000 
5, 500,000 
5, 500,000 
9, 000, 000 

$10, 500, 000 
16, 000, 000 
21, 500,000 
30,500,000 
42.500,000 
57.500, 000 

1951.___________ 2, 500, 000 
8, 705, 981 17, 411, 962 
9, 149, 627 26, 561, 589 

1952____________ 2, 500, 000 
1953____________ 2, 500, 000 

9, 733, 970 36, 295, 559 
12, 256, 316 48, 551, 875 

12,000,000 
15,000,000 

2 20, 000, 000 
~ 50, 000, 000 

2 77, 500, 000 
1954__ __________ 2, 500, 000 
1955____________ 2, 500,000 

17,482,476 66, 034, 351 
2 22, 845, 649 2 88, 880, 000 

1958 ________ ____ ---------------· 
1116.~---- -------- ---- ------------
1978 ____________ ----------------
1988 ____________ ----------------
1990 ____________ ----------------
1991. .. _________ ----------------
1992 .. __________ ----------------
1993 .. __________ ----------------
1994 .. __________ ----------------
1995 ____________ ----------------

174,119, 620 
:261, 179, 430 
348, 239, 240 
365, 985, 080 
389, 358, 811 
490, 252, 655 
699, 299, 057 

• 127, 500, 000 

1996 _________ --- ----------------

2 913, 826, 000 
2 1, 291, 264, 000 
2 1, 502, 250, 000 
2 1, 510, 350, 000 
2 1, 513, 500, 000 

---------------- ---------------- ---------------- - .. --------------
1997------------ ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
1998 .. __________ ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
1 In addition to repayments under the provisions of the Government Corporations Act 1948 bond redemptions 

of2~~~2~~d other repayments of $15,059,019 were made prior to fiscal year 1948. ' ' 

PAYMENTS TO THE UNITED STATES TREASURY 

Payments to the United States Treasury for 
1955 are presently estimated at $55,172,000. 
Of this total, $50 million would be from 
power revenues and $5,172,000 from non
power sources. This would bring the total 
payments in cash from TV A to the United 
States Treasury general funds to $178,342,-
665, of which $151,131,519 applies to power 
investment. This is $38,620,000 more than 
the scheduled payment requirements as of 
that date. The estimated power repayment 
is subject to revision following completion 
of studies now under way regarding payment 
of interest on appropriations made for power 
purposes. 

REPAYMENTS FROM POWER REVENUES 

The Treasury funds employed in the power 
program are repayable to the Treasury from 
net power proceeds under the provisions of 
the Government Corporations Appropria
tion Act, 1948. This act requires that not 
less than $2,500,000 of TV A bonded indebted
ness shall be repaid annually; that total re
payments (including principal payments on 
bonds) shall be not less than $87,059,810 by 
June 30, 1953; and that an equal amount 
be repaid during each succeeding 10-year 

period until a total of $348,239,240 has been 
paid. In addition, new appropriations in
vested in power facilities must be repaid 
within 40 years after the year in which the 
facilities go into operation. The first addi
tional amount, $17,745,840, is repayable by 
1990. This and successive amounts repay
able for new facilities, including those pro
vided for in TV A's budget program for 1955, 
are reflected in schedule c-1, page 90. 

TVA's rate of return on its investment in 
power facilities is more than sufficient to 
meet the repayments required. Since the 
total net investment in power facilities com
prises both appropriation-financed and reve
nue-financed plant, the average repayments 
of appropriations required over the years 
could be met with an annual rate of return 
of something less than 2 V2 percent on the 
total net investment. During the period 
1933-53 TVA's power operations have pro
vided an average annual return of more than 
4 percent on investment. There are varia
tions in the rate of return from year to year. 
Favorable streamfiows and markets for sup
plemental power resulted in returns of 5.8 
percent, 5.4 percent, and 4.7 percent for 1950, 
1951, and 1952, respectively. The rate of re-

turn in 1953 was 2.7 percent. It is estimated 
to be about 3 ~ percent in 1954 and about 
4V2 percent in 1955 if average streamflow 
conditions prevail. 

As provided in section 26 of the TV A Act, 
power revenues are used to finance the ex
penses of power operations and the construc
tion of certain power facilities. In deter
mining the amount to be repaid to the Treas
ury in any 1 year, these requirements and 
the need for working capital must be con
sidered. These requirements vary substan
tially from year to year depending on the 
demand for power, the volume of construc
tion work required to meet this demand, and, 

· most important, variations of streamflow 
from the average conditions assumed for 
budget estimates. If low streamflow should 
occur during the remaining months 
of 1954 or in a substantial portion of 
1955, the net of funds available from power 
operations could fall below estimates by as 
much as $30 million--due partly to a reduc
tion in revenues but mostly to increased 
power production expenses. Another factor 
to be considered in determining repayments 
for a particular year is that the full rate of 
return on large investments in new capacity 
cannot be expected to be realized imme
diately upon placing the plant in service. 
In view of the wide fluctuations in the re
quirements for power revenues to meet op
erating expenses, finance capital additions, 
and provide working capital, year-to-year 
repayment plans must be reviewed from time 
to time as the situation unfolds. The need 
for flexibility in scheduling payments was 
recognized both in section 26 of the TV A 
Act and in the repayment provisions of the 
1948 Appropriation Act. 

In order to assess TVA's performance in 
repayments actually made through June 30, 
1953, and those budgeted for fiscal years 1954 
and 1955, these figures are compared on the 
foregoing schedule C-1 with (1) minimum 
repayments required under the 1948 law and 
(2) repayments that would be made under a 
hypothetical schedule which assumes that 
each increment of investment would be re
paid in equal installments of one-fortieth 
each, beginning with the ye.ar immediately 
following completion of construction. As 
seen from schedule c-1 , repayments under 
the 1948 law made and budgeted through 
June 30, 1955, are about 45 percent more 
than those which would have been made on 
the basis of repaying each year one-fortieth 
of the plant investment at the end of the 
previous year. Because of the uncertain
ties in the demands on power revenues from 
year to year, it may be necessary in some 
future years to pay less than the calculated 
one-fortieth figure; in such instances the 
payments already made ahead of schedule 
will keep the average high enough to meet 
the 10- and 40-year requirement. 

The Bureau of the Budget, TV A, and other 
Federal agencies have been asked to develop 
recommendations relative to payments to the 
Treasury of interest on appropriations made 
for power purposes. Such payments as may 
be subsequently made effective for fiscal year 
1955 would require ~n adjustment in the 
amount budgeted for repayment in that 
year. 

REPAYMENTS FROM NONPOWER SOURCES 

The balance of nonpower proceeds at the 
end of each fiscal year not required for the 
purposes enumerated in section 26 of the 
TV A Act are paid into the Treasury prior to 
the end of the following calendar year. The 
1955 budget is based on repayment during 
fiscal year 1955 of $5,172,000, which is the 
estimated balance of nonpower proceeds at 
June 30, 1954. Payments from nonpower 
sources during 1953 were $4,229,268 and are 
estimated at $4,676,977 in 1954; the total of 
such payments through June 30, 1955, is es
timated to be $27,211,146. 
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Power proceeds 

1953 actual 1954 estimate 1955 estimate 1953 actual 1954 estimate 1955 estimate 

Income for year: ~alance, curr~nt year-------------------- $13, 630, 584 $16, 721, 000 $55,44.2,000 
Power operations __ ------------------ $105, 004, 030 $134, 920, 000 $200, 312, 000 alance, prev1ous year ___________________ 39,127,128 37,757,712 34,478,712 
Other income __ --.-______________ ----_ 888,950 18,000 -62,000 

Total available for contingencies 
Total income for year-------------- 105, 892, 980 134, 938, 000 200, 250, 000 and payments to U.S. Treasury_ 52,757,712 54,478,712 89,920,712 

Program requirements: Payments to U. S. Treasury: 
Expense of power operations_-------- 66,963,344 80,062,000 109, 305, 000 R etirement of bonds __ _____ _________ _ 5,000,000 5,000, 000 15,000,000 
Acquisition of assets __ ---------- - ---- 19,720,496 30, 987,000 25,694,000 Repayment of investment_---------- 10,000,000 15,000,000 35,000,000 
Power portion o. expense of multi-

purpose reservoir operations. ___ ___ 1, 329,464 1, 549,000 1, 573,000 Total payments to U.S. Treasury_ 15,000,000 20,000,000 50,000,000 
Changes in power inventories __ ______ 4, 249,092 5, 619,000 8, 236,000 

Total program requirements.------ 92, 262,396 118, 217,000 144,808, 000 
Balance reserved for contingencies_ 37,757,712 34,478, 712 39,920,712 

Nonpower proceeds 

1953 actual 1954estimate 1955 estimate 1953 actual 1954 estimate 1955 estimate 

---------------------------l---------------------------ll---------------------------1---------l---------l----------
Program requirements-Continued Income for year: 

Sales or fertilizer and byproducts__ ___ $20,062,333 $21,330,000 $21, 498, 000 Bridge construction, H. R. 3182 __ ____ $274,942 $46,000 $2,000 
Sale of retired plant__________________ 1, 166, 571 917,000 
Other income________________________ 98,066 63,000 

1,077,000 
Tota l program requirements _______ 98,000 

1---------1--------1--------
16,649,993 17,138,000 16,776,000 

22, 673,000 Total income for year-------------- 21, 326,970 22,310,000 
1=========1,=======1===~~ 

Balance, current year-------------------- 4, 676, 977 5, 172,000 5,897, 000 

Prog-ram requirements: 
Cost or experimental fertilizer pro-

duction____________________________ 16,383, 243 
R esource development_ ______________ ------ --------
Change in chemical inventor ies_____ · -8, 192 

TRANSFER OF HAY AND PASTURE 
SEEDS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. UP
TON in the chair) laid before the Senate 
the amendment of the House of Repre
sentatives to the bill <S. 2987) to provide 
for the transfer of hay and pasture seeds 
from the Commodity Credit Corporation 
to Federal land-administering· agencies, 
which was, on page 2, line 11, strike out 
"1954" and insert "1955." 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the bill 
was passed unanimously by the Senate 
on May 4, and provided for the transfer 
of grass seed from the Commodity Cred
it Corporation to other Government 
agencies during th3 fiscal year 1954. In
asmuch as the House did not pass the 
bill before July 1, it was necessary to 
amend the bill so as to make it read 
"fiscal year 1955." 

I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House of Representa
tives. 

Let me say this matter has been dis
cussed with the majority leader. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I have 
checked with the minority members of 
the committee, and they are in agree
ment on this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the senator from Vermont that the 
Senate concur in the amendment of the 
House of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 

KLYCE MOTORS, INC.-CONFERENCE 
REPORT· 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I sub
mit a report of the committee of confer
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill <H. R. 5185) for the relief of 
Klyce Motors, Inc. I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of 
the report. 

Balance, previous year------------------- 4, 229,268 4, 676,977 5, 172,000 

T otal available for contingencies 
11,069,000 16,975,000 

631,000 
-514,000 

16,407,000 and payments to U.S. Treasury __ 8, 906,245 9,848, 977 
640,000 P ayments to U.S. Treasury ________ _____ 4, 229,268 4, 676,977 5, 172,000 

- ----273,000 
Balance reserved for contingencies __ 4, 676,977 5, 172,000 5,897, 000 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report, 
as follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
5185) for the relief of Klyce Motors, Inc., 
having met after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 2, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the Senate 
amendment numbered 1 and agree to the 
same with an amendment as follows: In 
lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert "$91,000"; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

WILLIAM LANGER, 

H ERMAN WELKER, 
. ESTES KEFAUVER, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
EDGAR A. JONAS, 
USHER BURDICK, 
THOMAS J . LANE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report. 
Two amendments were made by the Sen
ate, as follows: 

The first amendment raised the 
amount of the claim from $38,960 to 
$116,982.76. 

The second amendment struck out the 
10 percent attorneys' fees and provided 
that no part of the moneys should be 
paid as attorneys' fees. 

At the conference between the House 
and Senate conferees it was agreed that 
the House would recede from the dis
agreement to amendment No. 2 relating 
to attorneys' fees, and the conferees fur
ther agreed that the sum of $91,000 was 
a fair amount in regard to this claim. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the imm:ediate consideration 
of the report? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I should 
like to inquire what the Senator said the 
attorneys' fees amount to. 

Mr. LANGER. They were eliminated 
entirely. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I have no ob
jection. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, has the re
port been agreed to by the House con
ferees? 

Mr. LANGER. Oh, yes. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I am one of the 

conferees, and I am in favor of the con
ference report. 

Mr. LANGER. It has been agreed to 
unanimously by the conferees on each 
side. 

Mr. President, I move the adoption of 
the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from North .Dakota. 

The motion was agreed to. 

MUTUAL AID 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, last 

year when the mutual-aid bill was before 
the Senate for consideration my minor
ity views were not printed. As a matter 
of fact, while we were waiting for them 
to be printed, the bill was passed. This 
year I intend to bring to the attention 
of the Senate the mutual-aid bill before 
it comes to the floor of the Senate, so 
that every Member of this body may 
know exactly what the Government is 
giving away to foreign countries in this 
giveaway program. 

The committee ordered the bill re
ported 3 days ago by a vote of 11 to 2. 
The senior Senator from North Dakota 
was joined by the junior Senator from 
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Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE] in opposing the fa
vorable report on the bill. 

Mr. President, the mutual-aid bill 
which will be reported to the Senate very 
shortly, is not a matter of the $3,100,-
000,000 which is being given away this 
year. The $3,100,000,000 is simply in ad
dition to what has not been expended 
under prior appropriations. We shall be 
giving away, instead of $3,100,000,000, 
the sum of $12,850,000,000. I repeat the 
amount: $12,850,000,000. That is the 
amount which the taxpayers of the 
United States are being called upon to 
give to other countries, because that is 
the sum involved in the decision we shall 
be making. In other words, we shall 
only be adding $3,100,000,000 to the sum 
~hich is left from prior appropriations. 
I cannot make that too clear. Every 
Senator who votes for the $3,100,000,000 
will be simply adding that amount to 
unappropriated sums, which will total 
to the grand sum of $12,850,000,000. 

Mr. President, the assessed valuation 
of the State of North Dakota, when I 
was Governor, was approximately $2 
billion, at 100 percent valuation. I might · 
add that 12 States in the Union have a 
lower assessed valuation than does the 
State of North Dakota. So we are giv
ing away, in the so-called mutual-aid 
program, between 6 and 7 times the 
value of every acre of land and all the 
real and personal property, including 
every horse, cow, and sheep, within the 
boundaries of North Dakota. 

Since I have been in the Senate, I 
have voted against each and every item 
of the giveaway program. In the Sen
ate, I voted against the ratification by 
the United States of the United Nations 
Charter, although I had with me only the 
vote of Senator Henrik Shipstead, of 
Minnesota, and the vote of the dying 
Senator Hiram Johnson, of California, 
then confined to his death bed in the 
hospital, and who was paired against 
ratification. 

I have spoken on this matter on the 
Senate fioor time and time again. I 
shall, in this report, simply reiterate, 
reassert, reemphasize, and redeclare, as 
strongly as I can, what I said last year 
on the same subject. 

Mr. President, I am only a small town 
lawyer from North Dakota. It may be 
that I am not equipped, by intellect or 
training, to weigh such mysterious and 
extraordinary matters. But when I look 
upon the present policy of the United 
States, and especially that part which 
passed under the name of mutual aid, 
I am tempted to consider that we have 
been sold a bill of goods by foreign 
countries. 

It seems to me to be a mockery of 
common sense when 2 and 2 are alleged 
to be anything other than 4. This may 
be a piece of oversimplification, but it 
is a standard rule of thumb that we 
can all go by. A policy which rests on 
other and more mysterious considera
tions may be suspected to be more occult 
than factual, and to consist, at best, of 
a pretentious tilting at windmills. At 
.most, it is a fraud. I wish to emphasize 
that. It is a fraud upon the credulity 
of the American people, to the degree 
that they have been hoodwinked by it. 
It is my considered judgment that the 

policy of so-called mutual aid consti
tutes just such a fraud. 

It seems to me, further, Mr. Presi
dent, that there are currents here which 
run deeper than men perceive, and that 
when these terrible times are reduced 
to the dry dust of history, there will ap
pear to be very little difference between 
the world strategies espoused by former 
Secretary of State Acheson and those 
followed by his present successor, Mr. 
John Foster Dulles. 

Now that the sound and fury of cam
paign declarations have abated, it be
comes increasingly evident that the pres
ent administ ration has inherited and 
accepted the very policies against which 
the Republican leaders once inveighed 
so loudly and so clearly. These policies, 
in simple fact, were made with Repub
lican participation. They are being con
tinued by the Republican administration. 
I wish to add that the administration 
under Mr. Dulles is exactly like that of 
Mr. Acheson's. 

One of the chief architects of that 
policy, John Foster Dulles, has now be
come the spokesman of the American 
people to the nations of the world, and 
he has brought with him to the halls 
and the meeting chambers of the State 
Department the entire Truman-Acheson 
foreign concept, almost without varia
tion. 

I do not like to labor the subject, for 
it is not one which gives me pleasure 
to dwell upon. But is it not true that 
the identical bipartisan nature of our 
policy, under which Senator Vanden
berg and other leading Republicans co
operated fully with the Truman-Acheson 
axis, though they paid lip service to 
another ideal, continues today in all of its 
main essentials? 

Did we not continue to appease the 
Communists at Korea, although we some
times clothed our doubts, vacillations, 
and retreat from principle in brave 
words? Do we not still continue to pre
tend that we were not at war with the 
Chinese, whose great armies had laid 
the northern half of the Korean penin
sula prostrate? Did we not continue 
another vain and cynical pretense by 
affecting to fight under the banner of 
the United Nations in a war which was 
being fought by American soldiers and 
American arms and which was paid for 
by American tax moneys? 

Is it not true that this pathetic fraud 
against the American people and against 
ordinary simple honesty continues under 
conditions in which our so-called Eu
ropean allies have constituted themselves 
the main suppliers to the Chinese Com
munist enemy for a commercial profit? 

Consider the wholly inadvised jaunt 
of Secretary Dulles over the Eurasian 
world some months ago, symbolized by 
his presentation of a nickel-plated re
volver to the Egyptian strong-arm man, 
General Naguib, in the name of the 
American President, Dwight Eisenhower. 
Has not the whole world seen the pic
tures of this small-time dictator bran
dishing this absurd weapon? Do not 
Naguib and his successors represent the 
type of authoritarian usurpation of gov
ernment to which we have proclaimed 
ourselves unalterably opposed? Is his 
country not the same Egypt which did 

not lift a hand in its defense when 
Rommel threw its legions at Cairo and 
Alexandria? It is the same Egypt which 
was thrown back on its heels by the 
untrained regiments of poorly armed 
little Israel during the latter's war for 
independence. Does any milita ry man 
question today that this opera-bouffe 
country could be reduced to impotence 
in a matter of days by two good Brit ish 
companies attended by half a dozen 
airplanes? 

Everywhere on Mr. Dulles' itinerary he 
played the part of a big bluff Santa 
Claus without whiskers-a few million 
extra here, accompanied as he was by 
Mr. Stassen, and more millions in the 
next place; new M47 tanks to a Yugo
slavia-whose devotion to our cause is 
more than questionable; a thousand jet 
aircraft of new design to the Turks, who, 
noble as they may be, could not resist 
Russian arms for a week. At the same 
time we are told there is not enough 
money to equip our own Air Force, which 
the late General Vandenberg assured the 
Congress is already below the danger 
line. 

Can any Senator find in these ill-con
sidered,' childlike actions any justifica
tion for faith in Mr. Dulles and · in the 
future? Where is the realism here, and 
where is the good sense? Where is that 
clarity of bold purpose which the present 
position critically demands? 

Is it not true that we continue to fol
low the identical foolish and unsound 
policy of "Asia for the Europeans," while 
Moscow has been allowed to take up un
challenged the slogan of "Asia for the 
Asiatics"? Has not the Kremlin made 
the most of this in the tremendous strug
gle for the conquest of men's minds? 
And have we not had to answer this 
challenge with the bodies and lives of our 
best young men on the bloody battle
fields of Korea and elsewhere? 

THE PRESIDENT'S FARM PROGRAM 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from North Dakota yield 
to me with the understanding that my 
remarks shall come at the end of his 
address? 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator with the understanding 
that I will not lose the fioor, and that 
his remarks will be printed in the 
RECORD at the end of my remarks. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President as 
of yesterday I noticed an editorial in' the 
New York Times of July 14, 1954, entitled 
"Where Leadership Counts." The New 
York Times editor gave his views in ref
erence to the proposed farm legislation 
which will soon be before the Members 
of the Senate, and in the latter part of 
the editorial the editor took the time and 
the pains to make a particular reference 
to the junior Senator from Minnesota. 
The editorial reads in part: 

Or are they going to look to committee 
members like Senator HUBERT HUMPHREY, 

who likes to be considered a liberal, but who 
is responsible for one of the most backward
looking of all the provisions that make this 
bill thoroughly iniquitous-the creation o! 
a status for four more crops that would put 
them almost on the same footing as the six 
existing "basic crops"? 
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To ask that question is like asking which 

would have the greater firepower-a ma
chinegun battalion or a b attalion armed 
with flint lock muskets. 

I appreciate the courtesy of the editor 
of the New York Times. I am sure he 
is an expert in agricultural matters. I 
can see the fields of waving grain on the 
roofs of the penthouses of New York 
City. I am sure he has great knowledge 
of petunia plants and such other garden 
variety products. I recognize that the 
acres of Central Park are a great inspi
r a tion for editorial comment on the com
plex subject of agriculture. With those 
facts in mind, I appreciate the views of 
the editor. 

I have always had a high regard for 
the New York Times and its editorial 
staff, and I still have. The staff has a 
right to be wrong, as anyone else may 
be, and I am sure that after the editor 
reads my letter to the New York Times 
he will correct the error of his ways. 

I have only one comment to make to 
the editor of the New York Times. 
When the Times discusses foreign pol
icy, immigration, and economic condi
tions, it is on familiar ground; but when 
it gets into the field of agriculture, I 
think it is short of talented personnel 
able to make concise and accurate ex
pressions on the subject. 

I should now like to read the letter 
which I wrote to the editor of the New 
York Times.: 

JULY 15, 1954. 
The EDITOR, 

N ew York Times, New York, N . Y. 
DEAR MR. EDITOR: I have read With con

siderable interest your editorial of July 14, 
entitled "Where Leadership Counts." In 
this editorial you have vigorously suppG>rted 
President Eisenhower's farm program. 
There are certain aspects of that program 
with which I have expressed sharp disagree
ment. You have gone out of your way to 
single me out for editorial criticism, and 
in your reference to me have said: "Is re
sponsible for one of the most backward
looking of all the provisions that make this 
bill thoroughly iniquitous-the creation of 
a status for 4 more crops that would put 
them almost on the same footing as the 6 
existing basic crops." 

Now, what are the facts? First of all, it 
is very apparent that you are supporting 
the Eisenhower farm program as presented 
to the Congress. You obviously are not 
supporting the Eisenhower farm program as 
presented to the voters in the fall of 1952. 
You, of course, vigorously supported the 
candidacy of Mr. Eisenhower in 1952. I 
would imagine that your support would in
clude not only the man, but what he stood 
for. 

You h ave always taken pride, I am sure, in 
the fact that your editorial columns are 
based upon principle and not upon expedi
ency-facts, and not just personalities. 
Therefore, let me call to your attention 
the sta tement of Mr. Eisenhower at Kasson, 
Minn., on September 6, 1952, when he said: 
"As provided in the Republican platform, 
the nonperishable crops so important to the 
diversified farmer--<:rops such as oats, bar
ley, rye, and soybeans-should be given the 
same protection as available to the major 
cash crops." 

Realizing that a New York City editorial 
editor may not be fully informed on agri
cultural matters, permit me to objectively 
interpret this statement of President Eisen
hower. It means what it says, that crops 
such as oats, barley, rye, and soybeans should 
be given the same protection as the so-

called basic commodities. What Mr. Eisen
hower meant was apparently 90 percent of 
parity for these crops, since he had fully 
endorsed 90 percent of parity for the basic 
commodities. What he also meant by the 
la nguage of his speech was that oats, rye, 
barley, and soybeans should be included un
der m anda tory price-support provisions, 
just as the major cash crops. There can be 
no other interpretation to the statement of 
the then Republican candidate for the office 
of Presiden t. 

Now, wha t was the proposal of Senator 
HuMPHREY? It was to do exactly what ~he 
President h ad recommended in his campaign 
and in his pledge to the farm people at Kas
son, Minn., on September 6, 1952. There 
m ay be one exception to this. The Hum
phrey amendment does not require 90 per
cent of parity for oats, barley, rye, and soy
beans. In fact, it does not apply to soy
beans at all. My amendment included oat s, 
barley, rye, and grain sorghums, all alternate 
or substitute feed grains for corn. My 
amendment required that these grains be 
included under mandatory price-support 
provisions as the President h ad recom
mended when he was a candidate, but that 
the parity price support should be based on 
the feed value ratio equivalent to corn. In 
other words, the price of these alternate or 
substitute feed grains should be related to 
the feed value as compared to the feed value 
of corn. 

Now, what would be the result of this in 
terms of price. If corn is supported at 90 
percent of parity my amendment would pro
vide m andatory price supports for barley at 
75 percent, oats at 72 percent, rye at 68 per
cent, and grain sorghuins at 84 percent. 
Now, while these price-support levels are less 
than corn, they provide a price balance be
tween corn and the alternate grains that re
late directly to the feed equivalent value of 
the respective crops. 

Frankly, Mr. Editor, the Humphrey 
amendment is a forward-looking, modern, 
and fair provision. The purpose of my 
amendment is to maintain a balance be
t ween price-support levels of t he feed grains 
so that economic pressures will not be built 
up that will endanger the programs for these 
and other crops that compete for land, capi
tal, and labor resources and for the market. 

I respectfully suggest to you, sir, that your 
editorial is inaccurate and misleading. It is 
but another example of the misrepresenta
tion that has characterized this debate on 
agricultural policy. 

Sincerely yours, 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. 

Mr. President, that is the letter I sent 
to the New York Times editor. 

I wish to say to the New York Times 
editor that if he is going to join in this 
farm program debate, I ask him to live 
up to the principles and purposes of his 
newspaper. I say to that newspaper that 
on this issue, it was partisan in 1952 and 
it is partisan in 1954. In 1952, that 
newspaper apparently endorsed Mr. 
Eisenhower; and it sent throughout the 
land, millions of copies of its newspaper, 
pledging itself in support of Mr. Eisen
hower; and when Mr.· Eisenhower was 
in Minnesota, he pledged himself in sup
port of the Humphrey amendment, be-· 
cause all the Humphrey amendment 
does is put into action what Mr. Eisen
hower, as a candidate, promised. 

Mr. President, the trouble with the 
debate on the farm program is that there 
are two programs-one, the program 
which was promised; and the other, the 
program on which the administration is 
delivering. I am working on the pro
gram the administration promised, not 

the one the administration sent to Con
gress. 

Again, I wish to say that the editorial 
is grossly misleading, misrepresents the 
facts, is inaccurate, and leads to distor
tion of the truth. I am shocked and 
amazed that an editorial in the New 
York Times would stoop to such low 
levels. 

I shall be back again, on another day, 
to take on editors or anyone else on this 
issue. 

I wish to help the President keep his 
promises. He may wish to run for office 
again; and if he does, he should keep 
his promises. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota for yielding to me. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remarks of 
the distinguished Senator from Minne
sota appear in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

I may say that if the. Senator from 
Minnesota wishes to have me yield him 
another hour, in order that he may talk 
further along the same lines, on the same 
subject, I shall be very glad to yield such 
time to him. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may come back 
to the Senator from North Dakota, be
cause he is a very good friend of the 
farmer, and he agrees with my point of 
view. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President-
Mr. LANGER. I yield to the senior 

Senator from Wisconsin, if I may obtain 
unanimous consent to do so without 
losing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, as I lis
tened to the statements made by the 
distinguished junior Senator from Min
nesota, there came to my mind a state
ment that Lincoln is said to have made, 
to the effect that, "If I were to pay atten
tion to all the misinformation given out 
about me, I could not do anything else." 

I remember that another philosopher 
said, "If you ·cannot say something good 
about me, say something, even if it is 
not good, but say something.'' 

So, Mr. President, with those two bits 
of human wisdom, I think we understand 
how some folks get publicity and others 
do not. The press plays a great part in 
keeping some folks before the public. 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1945, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from North Dakota yield to me? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield with the under
standing that I do not lose the floor. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I have 
a short speech to make on the pending 
bill. The distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota has kindly consented to 
yield to me for this purpose if I can 
get unanimous consent that, at the con
clusion of my remarks, he may have the 
floor again. I now ask unanimous con
sent for that purpose. 



10590. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 15 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the · 
amendment which we are debating was 
proposed by the junior Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] to S. 3690, 
to amend the Atomic Energy Act of 
1946. I a.sk unanimous consent to in
sert in the RECORD at this point the text 
of the amendment. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

On page 80, line 9, insert the following: 
"The cancellation costs authorized in this 
section shall be payable only to the extent 
of any actual loss suffered by the contracting 
party. The authority of the Commission to 
enter into contracts for electric utility serv-. 
lees shall extend only to contracts with per
sons who agree to supply the contractual 
amount of electric utility service directly to 
the installations of the Commission named 
herein. Any contract entered into by the 
Commission pursuant to this section shall· 
be submitted to the joint committee and 
a period of 30 days shall elapse while Con
gress is in session (in computing such 30 
days, there shall be excluded the days in 
which either House is not in session because 
of adjournment for more than 30 days) 
before the contract of the Commission may 
become effective: Provided, however, That 
the joint committee, after having received 
such contract, may by resolution in writing, 
waive the conditions of or all or any portion 
of such 30-day period." 

Mr. COOPER. The clear purpose of 
the amendment is to insure that the 
Atomic Energy Commission shall be 
limited in its authority to contract and 
purchase power only for its direct needs. 
Its immediate purpose is to forbid the 
AEC to execute a proposed contract with 
a private-utilities company sponsored 
by the Middle South Utilities and the 
Southern Co. for the supply of 600,000 
kilowatts of power to the TVA system. 
This contract has been referred to as 
the Dixon-Yates contract. 

I intend to support and vote for the 
amendment because I believe that its 
purpose is sound. I do not believe that 
the Atomic Energy Commission should 
be placed in a position of contracting for 
power that is essentially intended for the 
civilian and domestic needs of the west
ern portion of the TVA system. Further, 
I believe that such a contract could set 
a precedent for similar contracts by the 
AEC and perhaps other independent 
agencies for the supply of power to the 
TVA and that such contracts would un
questionably in time change the char
acter, function, and purpose of the TVA. 
Congress created the agency and if any 
basic alterations in its nature are to be 
made, they should be made directly by 
the legislative action and not by the di
rection of executive agencies of the Gov
ernment. 

I have listened to the lengthy state
ments which have been made on both 
sides of the issue. I do not subscribe 
to many of the attacks on the proposal. 
In many instances it seems to me that 
they have been extravagent and, in some 
cases, reckless. But quite apart from 
them, the proposal raises some extremely 
substantive questions. There is first the 
question of whetner the AEC has the 
authority to negotiate such a contract. 

There is the second question of whether 
it is the policy of Congress to maintain 
the TVA as an independent agency. 
There is finally the very important ques
tion as to how the power demand of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority for the Mem
phis area can be met if the Dixon-Yates 
proposal is not adopted. 

These issues are not simple ones. Con
sequently, I have not found them as 
susceptible of easy solution as has been 
made to appear in some quarters. 

I am sure of one thing. It is that the 
President of the United States has been 
motivated by the sincerest purpose, in 
his effort to assist in meeting a power 
deficiency in the Memphis area which 
TVA officials have been insistir.g must 
be corrected. 

I do not intend to deal with questions 
of the relative costs of the 600,000 kilo
watts as they would be provided by the 
TVA or by the Dixon-Yates group. 
Many figures have been put forward, and 
while this factor is an important one in 
the issue, I do not feel qualified, like 
many other Members of this body, to de
cide which cost estimates have the 
soundest basis. 

My position against the contract is 
based first on my belief that the AEC 
does not have the authority to sign a 
contract to perform a function which has 
been given to the TV A by Congress. It 
has been maintained that the purpose 
of the contract is to supply the require
ments of the AEC. There is no question 
that the AEC has the power to contract 
with Dixon-Yates or any private power 
company to supply its plants at Paducah 
or Oak Ridge, or at any other place. 
But this is not the case with which we 
are dealing. The TVA has now under 
construction at Paducah the Shawnee 
steam plant, which will have a capacity 
of 1,350,000 kilowatts, an amount ·that 
will be sufficient, according to the AEC, 
to meet the needs of the gaseous diffu
sion plant at Paducah in conjunction 
with the power that is to be provided by 
the privately owned ~lectric Energies, 
Inc. 

It is clear that the power shortage in 
the TV A area is not at Paducah but in 
the Memphis area. For the past 2 
years-and I think before that--TVA of
ficials have asked authority to construct 
a steam plant at Fulton, 30 miles above 
Memphis, to alleviate this threatened de
ficiency. Now the AEC proposes to con
tract with private utilities for a steam 
plant, located in Arkansas across the 
river from Memphis, 300 miles from Oak 
Ridge, and 160 miles from Paducah, that 
would have as its basic purpose the ulti
mate provision of power to Memphis, 
which has been since 1934 a part of the 
TV A system. I would like to make it 
clear that I am not critical of the good 
will of the AEC in desiring to make re
turn to the TV A of the power which it 
J;las drawn from these TVA sources. 
Neither am I critical of the good inten
tion to make available to the Memphis 
area power which it has not been able 
to secure. The question is simply, first, 
one of the power and authority of the 
AEC to take these steps. 

It is my position that the AEC, as an 
independent agency of the executive 
branch of Government created by the 

Congress, with power fixed by the Con
gress, does not have the authority to 
direct a supply of power from private 
sources or from any sources into the 
TVA power system. The act which cre
ated the TV A in 1933 gave to it the 
statutory authority to acquire, develop, 
and make available for distribution its 
own sources and supply of power. It is 
a right and function of the TVA and 
not of the AEC. It is a right which can 
be limited only by Congress through its 
legislative power, including the control 
of appropriations, or by the executive 
in certain specific cases. If the AEC 
can exercise a power of the TV A in this 
instance, we can in logic ask if it can 
exercise other powers of the TV A, if it 
can make similar contracts which affect 
other independent agencies of the United 
States. We can ask if it can continue 
to make contracts to supply power to 
the TV A in the event that it becomes 
necessary to draw larger supplies of 
power from the TV A system and should 
desire to replace that power. I do not 
ask these questions captiously nor do I 
assume that the AEC would undertake 
to exercise the powers of the TV A or 
any other independent agency unless it 
felt that the exercise bore some relation 
to its own functions. But I make these 
suggestions to point up the real defect 
in the position of the AEC. That defect 
is that the AEC cannot exercise any 
power which has not been granted to it 
by Congress. Certainly it cannot assume 
to exercise power granted to the TV A 
by Congress. 

Both the TV A and the AEC are inde
pendent agencies exercising functions 
which are primarily executive and ad
ministrative. They are, of course, the 
creatures of Congress and have only such 
powers that Congress has seen fit to give 
them. Both the TV A and the AEC Acts 
prescribe the powers which these agen
cies shall have and which shall be exer
cised by them in the conduct of their af
fairs. In the case of Morgan v. TVA <115 
Fed. (2d) 990, 6th Circuit, 1940) ,in which 
case certiorari was denied by the Su
preme Court-312th United States Re
ports, page 701-we find this statement 
by Judge Simon: 

It requires very little to demonstrate that 
the TVA exercises predominantly an execu
tive or administrative function. To it has 
been entrusted the carrying out of the dic
tates of the statute to construct dams, gen
erate electricity, manage and develop Gov
ernment property. Many of these activities, 
prior to the setting up of the TVA, have 
rested with the several divisions of the exec
utive branch of the Government. 

In this case the issue was the power of 
the President to remove a member of the 
Board of Directors of TV A and the lan
guage which I have quoted was not the 
deciding factor in the case, but I have 
quoted Judge Simon's statement to indi
cate that in its management of power 
TVA is following the dictates of the Con
gress. 

In a case affecting the AEC, Carson. 
Commissioner of Finance and Taxation. 
v. Roane-Anderson Company et al. (342 
U. S. 232), dealing with the question of 
the immunity of a private contractor of 
the AEC from local taxation, the issue 
turned upon whether the Atomic Energy 
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Act gave the Commission the power · to 
enter into contracts with private persons 
to produce fissionable materials. In both 
of these cases the issue was the nature 
and the powers of these two independent 
agencies. Certainly, neither agency is 
given the power to act for the other in 
any way. 

There is a general Federal statute-
31st United States Code Annotated, para
graph 686 (a)-which has been referred 
to in the debate, which gives any execu
tive department or independent agency 
the right to place orders on another 
agency for services it can supply under 
certain conditions. This general statute 
does not apply in this case. The prob
lem here is not the general supply of 
power to AEC but the general supply of 
TV A. The question before us is one of 
facing squarely the issue of the powers 
of the AEC and the TVA as fixed by Con
gress and their right to initiate policy 
in their own fields. 

It may be asked: Where will the TV A 
be if the contract is not signed? The 
Budget Bureau's purpose in proposing 
the arrangement with the private utili
ties was to alleviate the threats of a 
power shortage forecast for the fall of 
1957 by TV A officials. In the House ap
propriations hearings this February, 
Gordon Clapp stated that a 1957 short
age of 17,000 kilowatts would exist even 
if arrangements should be made with 
the private utilities to take over 500,000 
kilowatts of the TV A commitment to 
the AEC plant at Paducah. Since then 
the AEC has made it known that it will 
require an additional 135,000 to 175,000 
kilowatts at Oak Ridge. This could 
mean, then, on the basis of TV A esti
mates that the area which obtains its 
power from the authority would face a 
deficiency of as much as 692,000 kilo
watts by 1957. 

The Budget Bureau has not recom
mended to the Congress the appropria
tion of funds for steam generating units 
that would be necessary to meet such a 
shortage. The Congress, under Demo
cratic as well as Republican leadershiP
! say that because this request, I believe, 
was made in the 2 years prior to 1953-
has shown an increasing disinclination 
to go along with the TV A in its 
budgetary requests. The budgetary 
recommendations of the past 2 years 
have been cut further by congressional 
action. The development of the region 
in recent years has been such as to 
harden the sympathy of other areas 
which made appropriations for the TV A 
easier to obtain in the years gone by. 

But despite this hardening attitude of 
Congress, the TVA is still the integrated 
power system for a 70,000 square mile 
area, and that power system must in
crease its capacity just as all the utility 
systems in the country have been in
creasing their growth at an average rate, 
I am informed, of 9.6 percent a year for 
the past 7 years. It has been suggested 
that the TVA buy the additional power 
it needs from its neighboring utilities. 
TVA has bought additional power, but 
the purchase of such a large block of 
power, which would involve interim 
power and long transmission, are costly 
and clearly out of question for a public 
system whose purpose is to provide power 
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at the lowest rat-e possible. · It has been 
suggested that the major cities in the 
TV A system build their own steamplants 
and thus alleviate the shortage. This 
would end the integration which is the 
finest feature of the TV A system or of 
any good power system. 

How then is the TV A to meet the grow
ing needs of the area which· it serves in 
the face of a stringent budget, the hard
ened attitude of Congress and of other 
areas, and the vast cost of electrical 
generating equipment on the scale that 
is required? 

I had hoped that in this statement I 
could make some positive and construc
tive suggestions with respect to the prob
lem. I believe it will be necessary for 
the new Chairman of the TVA, when he 
is appointed, to examine the capacity of 
TV A and the power needs of the area. 

If after his examination, he should 
recommend to the Congress and to the 
executive branch that appropriations 
should be made for the construction of 
steam plants by the TV A to supply power 
deficiencies of the area, it seems to me 
that such a recommendation by an ap
pointee of the President would have to 
command respect. 

If, on the other hand budgetary prob
lems, an adamant attitude of the Con
gress, and the views of the executive 
branch combine against the construction 
of steam plants by Government appro
priations, then a new alternative to the 
type of proposal we are considering
that is, the supply of power to TV A by a 
private power company-must be de
veloped. 

I suggest one alternative that could 
meet the necessities of the situation and 
at the same time preserve the TVA as 
an integrated system, in charge of its 
own affairs. 

The alternative is that the new Chair
man and the Board examine the possi
bility of independent financing with a 
view toward determining the best way by 
which the authority can obtain its capi
tal investment by the issuance of bonds. 
I do not know whether the bonds should 
be issued by the TVA as an independent 
Government entity, whether they should 
be issued with a Treasury guaranty, or 
whether they should be issued by author
ization through the Treasury. 

It is significant that the Von Tresckow 
syndicate, which had no actual experi
ence in utility operation and no man
agement organization, was in a position 
to offer to provide approximately $100 
million for the construction of a steam 
plant at Fulton, Tenn. To accomplish 
this end the syndicate proposed to sell 
3%-percent bonds to the insurance com
panies and to charge a $4 million fee for 
its role in the money raising. This plan 
of using private capital for the financing 
of a public facility relied completely on 
the credit of the United States Govern
ment. In other words, the bondholders 
were willing to stake their money on the 
fact that the Government would last for 
32 years and meet its obligations for that 
long. 

If a private syndicate can make such 
an offer, there should be no reason why 
the TV A, if it is finally compelled to take 
this step, cannot itself sell bonds and 
enlist private funds without paying a $4 

million fee. I have just read an article 
in the New York Times, dated September 
9, 1953-an old article-which describes 
the way in which the Hydroelectric 
Commission of Ontario, which operates 
over a larger a~ea and has almost as 
much capacity as the TVA, has financed 
all of its development through the issu
ance of bonds guaranteed by the provin
cial government. All indebtedness is 
borne directly by the Hydroelectric 
Commission, which obtains an approval 
and a guaranty that are now granted al
most perfunctorily by the Government. 
Under this arrangement, investors have 
been willing to loan the system all of the 
money that has been necessary for a 
vast construction program costing over 
$1 billion and extending to such projects 
as the development of the Niagara River 
and the St. Lawrence River resources. 

It may be argued that this alternative 
would destroy the character of TV A. I 
point out that in 1939 the TVA was au
thorized to issue some $65 million of 
bonds. They were sold by the Treasury, 
and I am informed that interest and 
principal payments have been made on 
this issue, and that the issue has been 
reduced to a balance outstanding of $29 
million. 

It may be argued that this would 
mean saddling the TVA with interest 
charges. In this connection, I would like 
to quote from page 2464 of this year's 
House appropriations hearings when 
former Chairman Gordon Clapp was 
asked by Representative JoNAS, of North 
Carolina: 

You do not take into consideration any 
interest in fixing rates, do you, because you 
do not pay it? 

Clapp replied: 
But we take into account a rate of return 

higher than the interest cost. I think you 
are overlooking a very important thing. We 
have been averaging between 4 and 5 per
cent as a rate of return on the average in
vestment in these power facilities. Suppose 
you took 2 or even 27':! percent as an interest 
cost to the Government. We would still 
have enough left to make our 40-year re
turn, and the Government would still have 
the property. The electrical rates that pro
duce that rate of return would not only re
tire the capital investment and pay inter
est but would leave a little over. No utility 
company retires its capital debt that way. 
It refinances. So it is carrying interest but 
not amortizing capital. TV A is earning a 
rate of return that can do more for the 
owners than private utilities can do, leav
ing out the income-tax question. 

I want to make it clear that I do not 
want to use this statement of Mr. Clapp 
out of context, to indicate that he was 
proposing the payment of interest, to in
dependent financing by the TV A, but, as
suming that Mr. Clapp's statement is 
correct, it would seem to me that as a 
better alternative than the Dixon-Yates 
contract, the TVA Act could be amend
ed in such a way as to provide the TV A 
with the flexibility that it needs to be 
a power system capable of answering 
the challenge of its region. Again it 
could be jirect action by the Congress; 
not indirect action by the AEC or some 
other independent agency of Govern
ment. 

It has been said that the power sit
uation is so urgent in the Tennessee 
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Valley that action must be taken in this 
setsion of Congress to avert an emer
gency. However, the Tennessee ~alley 
Power Distributors, the men most direc~
ly concerned with the power supply m 
the area have stated in a letter th~t 
was sigr{ed by the president of the_n· 
association, R. V. Taylor, and placed ill 
the RECORD by the senior Senator from 
Alabama on July 8, that they. would 
rather run the risk of a shortage m 1957 
than see the contract between the AEC 
and the utilities signed. 

Further, the figures show that there 
is no shortage of power for AEC that 
is not available in the TVA syst~m: !f 
there is any shortage of power, It IS m 
the Memphis area. 

That shortage has been existing for 
some time. 

Because of these facts, Mr. President, 
and in this spirit, I would recommend 
that the Dixon-Yates contract not be 
executed, or at least that the matter 
be put over until early in the next ses
sion when it may be hoped that the ad
ministration will have a recommenda
tion aimed at economic self-sufficien?Y 
on the part of the TV A, developed m 
the spirit and purpose of the TV A Act. 
If such a recommendation were enacted 
by Congress, the Dixon-Yates propos~! 
would cease to be an issue. Further, 1t 
would serve to clear away a great maJ?-Y 
of the continuing problems of TVA ill 
its relationship with the Congress and 
the executive branch of the Govern
ment. 

I should like to say that whatever may 
be the views of individual Members of 
the Senate, the fact cannot be escaped 
that TV A exists because of an act of Con
gress. It exercises functions_ which 
have been given it and prescnbed for 
it by the Congress. No other agency has 
those powers. No other agency can as
sume or usurn those powers. Over a 
long period of years, since 1933, Con
gress has carried into effect the purposes 
of the act. Congress has confirmed in 
many ways, by legislation and appro
priations, the intent of the act to create 
an integrated public power unit operated 
and controlled by the Tennessee Valley 
Authority for the purposes which are 
stated in the act. I shall not attempt to 
detail those purposes, except to say that 
they have had their effect not only 
locally, but nationally and internation
ally. I do not believe it is within the 
function of any executive branch of the 
Government to attempt to alter the na
ture of this authority without legislative 
action by the Congress. 

I shall vote for the Anderson amend
ment. If it should not be adopted, I 
urge again that the Dixon-Yates con
tract should not be consummated. I 
state again my principal ground, that 
it is not within the power of the AEC, 
and that its eventual effect would be to 
weaken by indirect action the character 
and purpose of TV A. 

If Congress wishes to change TV A and 
alter its purposes, that is the right of 
Congress. But Congress itself acts 
under law. We are as much subject to 
law as is any private citizen. 

Mr. President, I wish to thank my good 
friend, the distinguished Senator from 

North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] of his kind
ness and great courtesy in yielding ~o 
me in order that I might make this 
statement. 

Mr UPTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

ADM. FORREST P. SHERMAN 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. President, on July 

4, 1954, memorial exercises for the war 
dead were held at the Cathedral of the 
Pines, Rindge, N. H., in which special 
tribute was paid to the late Adm. For
rest P. Sherman, a native of New Hamp
shire. The Cathedral of the Pines, 
beautifully located in a pine grove on 
the crest of a hill looking out on Mt. 
Monadnock, was established by Douglas 
Sloane as a memorial to his son, Lt. 
Sanderson Sloane, who gave his life as 
a member of the Eighth Air Force in a 
raid on Germany on February 22, 1944. 
Mr. Sloane conveyed the Cathedral of 
the Pines to trustees to be held in mem
ory of his son, for religious and other 
public uses. 

Admiral Sherman was born in Mer
rimack, N. H., on October 30, 1896, and 
died, after a short illness, on July 22, 
1951, at Naples, Italy, where he was a 
guest of Adm. Robert P. Carney. He 
was the second of a family of 6 sons and 
1 daughter. The family early moved to 
Massachusetts where Forrest was ap
pointed to the United States Naval 
Academy from the Eighth Congres-

. sional District. He graduated second in 
his class in 1917 and saw service in the 
Mediterranean during the First World 
War. In 1920 he was assigned to the 
Atlantic Fleet and, as Lieutenant Sher
man held his first command, the U. S. S. 
Barry, in 1921. In 1922, on shore duty 
at the Naval Air Station in Pensacola, 
Fla he received flight training and qual
ified as a naval aviator. He became one 
of the Navy's best pilots and much of his 
career was with the Navy's Air Force. 
In 1923 he was executive officer of Fight
ing Plane Squadron 2, attached to the 
U. S. s. Aroostook. From 1924 to 
1926 he was in charge of combat train
ing at Pensacola. In 1927 he was as
signed to the aircraft carrier Lexing
ton and served on that ship and on 
the aircraft carrier Saratoga until 
1930. In May 1931 he was reassigned 
to the Saratoga and in 1932 was 
given command of Fighting Plane 
Squadron 1, which won the aircraft 
gunnery trophy in 1932 and 1933. From 
June 1933 to June 1936 he was on duty 
at Washington as head of the Navy 
Ordnance Section. For 3 years, 1937-
40 he was aviation officer on the staff 
of' the admiral commanding the United 
States Fleet. He returned to the Navy 
Department in February 1932, serving 
with the War Plans Division in the Office 
of Chief of Naval Operations until Feb
ruary 1942. On May 31, 1942, as Cap
tain Sherman, he took over the command 
of the U.S. S. Wasp, which in Septem
ber was sunk by enemy action while 
covering reinforcements to Guadalcanal. 
He was the last man to leave his ship 
and for his extraordinary heroism was 
awarded the Navy Cross. 

In 1943 he served as Chief of Staff and 
aid to Vice Admiral Towers, commander 
of the Air Force of the Pacific Fleet, and 
was promoted to the rank of rear ad
miral. He later became Deputy Chief of 
staff to Adm. Chester W. Nimitz, com
mander in chief of the Pacific Fl~e~. a~d_ 
for his service under Admiral Nimitz m 
the implementation of operational plans, 
he was awarded the Distinguished Serv
ice Medal for contributing to the_ "suc
cessful prosecution of the war m the 
Pacific." He was present on the U.S. S. 
Missouri on September 1, 1945, at t?e 
formal surrender of Japan. After a br~ef 
assignment as commander of Carner 
Division 1, he was ordered to Wash
ington to serve as Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations. For more than a year . he 
represented the Navy in the preparation 
of plans for the proposed merger of the 
Armed Forces. In these conferences the 
differences between the Army and Navy 
were overcome and in the plan as finally 
developed, all three services-the Army, 
Navy, and new Air Department were to 
be separate branches. In the course of 
the hearings on the bill authorizing the 
merger, he drafted clarifying amend
ments defining the functions of the Naval 
Air Force and the Marines to assure their 
future within the Navy Department. 
When the naval forces were reorganized 
on June 1, 1948, he took over the com
mand of the Sixth Task Fleet ]n the 
Mediterranean. In 1949, to bring to a 
close a bitter Navy-Air Force dispute, he 
was made Chief of Naval Operations. In 
this new position, he said that his chief 
purpose would be to "kee~ na~al avi~tion 
up to its proper proportiOn m natwnal 
defense." 

Two weeks before his death, Admiral 
Sherman began his tour of the Atlantic 
pact defense area for the Joint Chi~fs 
of Staff. In Madrid he opened negotia
tions with General Franco for United 
states naval and airbases in Spain. In 
Paris he reported on the Spanish mission 
to General Eisenhower and from there 
went on to Naples, where he died of a 
heart attack. 

Admiral Sherman's brothers all served 
in the military forces with distinction. 
Present at the memorial services were 
Colonel Edward, Commander Kenneth, 
Colonel Paul, and Comdr. Ernest Sher
man, and also his sister, Miss Mary 
Sherman. The principal speakers were 
Adm. Robert P. Carney, and Chaplain 
George L. Markle, United States Navy. 
I request unanimous conse~t to. ha~e 
their addresses printed at this pomt ill 
the· RECORD. 

There being no objection, the addresses 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
EULOGY TO ADM. FORREST SHERMAN, UNITED 

STATES NAVY, BY ADM. RoBERT B. CARNEY, 
UNITED STATES NAVY, CHIEF OF NAVAL OP
ERATIONS, AT THE CATHEDRAL OF THE PINES, 

RINDGE, N. H., ON SuNDAY, JULY 4, 1954 
I am grateful for the opportunity to par

ticipate in this service honoring the memory 
of one of New Hampshire's distinguished 
sons. It permits me to render the Navy's 
accolade of "well done" to an officer who, 
through his service in the United States 
Navy, rendered a conspicuous and inspired 
service to his country. 

Many years ago, John Paul Jones gave us 
his definition of those qualities required in a 
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naval officer. I could not improve upon his 
timeless language and I therefore quote it: 

"It is, by no means, enough that an officer 
of the Navy should be a capable mariner. 
He must be that, of course, but also a great 
deal more. He should be, as well, a gentle
m an of liberal education, refined manner, 
punctilious courtesy, and the nicest sense of 
personal honor." 

Even in these days which are far more com
plex than the era in which John Paul Jones 
lived, Admiral Sherman measured up to 
those rigid requirements. As he climbed 
the ladder of achievement, he performed each 
of his tasks to perfection, acquiring an ever
increasing background and fundamental 
technical knowledge, and at the same time, 
his inquisitive and acquisitive mind was -ab
sorbing an understanding of those other gov
ernmental functions with which the military 
is inseparably related. 

In the test of World War II, he proved 
himself to be a fighting captain and a bril
liant planner with a great capability for 
comprehensive strategic understanding. 

He saw clearly the advantages which could 
accrue to the country from the closer in
tegration of the three military services while 
at the same time never losing sight of the 
psychological inspiration that can be 
achieved only in the competitive and dedi
cated atmosphere of a closely knit unit with 
its fierce traditions. 

He proved himself to be competent in high 
command at sea as leader of the Sixth Fleet 
where he showed that he also had the at
tributes of wisely interpreting national policy 
and assuming heavy responsibilities-attri
butes, in addition to those he had already 
shown as a planner and as an administrator. 

As Chief of Naval Operations, he brought 
to the Navy, to the Department of Defense, 
and to his country a leadership and an un
derstanding which encompassed fields far 
beyond the military horizon. He held a clear 
understanding of the political nuances of 
our democratic system which reflects the 
thinking of our people, and his counsels in 
the field of international relationships were 
listened to attentively." 

In some curious way, even those who did 
not know him personally, those who had 
never even seen him or heard him speak, 
seemed to sense the capacity and judgment 
of this man, and his passing was genuinely 
mourned throughout the country as a loss 
of a valuable national asset. 

As the military head of the naval service, 
he inspired the confidence of his superiors, 
of the legislative branch of the Government, 
and of the people of his own service who 
felt a comfortable confidence that the af
fairs of their beloved Navy were in capable 
hands. 

Admiral Sherman was my guest in Naples 
when he died. Perhaps he overestimated 
the capacity of his physique to support the 
tireless energy of his mind. At any rate, he 
never spared himself in his endeavor to 
accomplish the utmost that could be 
achieved in any given 24 hours. It would 
be a rare man indeed that could accomplish 
more in his allocated span of years than 
d id Adm. Forrest Sherman. New Hampshire 
does well to honor his memory. Today's 
ceremony is a beautiful expression of the 
regard in which this faithful citizen is held 
by his native State. His accomplishments 
in behalf of his service are also inscribed 
in t h e collective memory of the Navy which 
he served for so many years. 

The en during spiritual structure of our 
country is symbolized by this altar, built 
up, as it is, of ingredients of the land it
self. Each stone has its special significance, 
an d t he bonding mortar bespeaks the fun
damental faith and reverence without which 
no political organism can truly endure. The 
ston es now offered by Admiral Sherman's 
f amily will fittingly strengthen this shrine 
just as his own contribution in life added 
to the wor th and durability of our country. 

I join with the citizens of New Hampshire, 
and I also speak for my service, in rendering 
homage to an outstanding sailor and an 
outstanding American. 

A NEW SENSE OF MORAL INTEGRITY 

(Address delivered by Capt. G. L. Markle, 
Chaplain Corps, United States Navy, dis
trict chaplain, First Naval District, at 
memorial service in memory of Adm. For
rest P. Sherman, United States Navy, on 
July 4, 1954, at the Cathedral of the Pines, 
Rindge, N.H.) 
Text (Micah 6: 8): "He hath showed 

thee, 0 man, what is good; and what doth 
the Lord require of thee, but to do justly, 
and to love mercy, and to walk humbly with 
thy God?" 

"America is living on the moral momen
tum of the past" is the highly disturbing 
statement of one of our country's eminent 
theologians. 

If this assertion Is true, and it probably 
is, it should cause us to be a little uneasy 
and to reexamine, if possible, the source of 
our moral momentum, and to seek out a 
remedy for this weakness in our moral fiber. 

One source of moral momentum, though 
by no means the only one, is puritanism. 
The Puritans, whatever else may be said of 
them, were strong, rugged people. Their 
moral code was not subject to fluctuations 
caused by changing conventions of society. 

To them, God was very real and very near. 
He had everything to do with life as a whole. 
No detail was beyond. His concern. As a 
result, they held themse,lves responsible to 
Him in all matters. At the same time, they 
claimed His promises of protection and daily 
blessing. Their faith was simple and sturdy. 
Nothing weak about it. 

No doubt, they were stern even to harsh
ness. They probably were neither long suf .. 
ferlng nor very patient. Kindliness and 
other endearing qualities were, as a rule, no~ 
predominant characteristics. But their in
tegrity was unassailable, their honesty be
yond question. Their respect for the laws 
of God and man was unswerving. To them, 
truth was never relative, always eternal, and 
inviolable. 

Because they held the unshakable con
viction that God was actively present in all 
circumstances of life, they could say with 
confidence, "He only is my rock and my sal
vation: He is my defense: I shall not be 
moved." (Psalm 62: 6.) We lack this 
strength today and are living on the moral 
and, I may add, spiritual momentum of the 
past. 

A NEW MORAL SENSE NEEDED 

The world needs today a fresh understand
ing of moral integrity. A new moral sense 
is needed. 

A sentence in John Buchan's "Memory, 
Hold the Door," has power to haunt the mind. 
"The pillars of civilization," he wrote, "are 
cracking and tilting." That is more than a 
vivid phrase. It is the judgment of careful 
observers of the human situation. 

That there is something wrong with civili
zation is a point that need not be labored. 
What is it? The economist says one thing, 
politicians say another, scientists say an
other, and churchmen say yet another. 
There is one answer which ought to receive 
more consideration. 

The historians tell us that every age has 
a blind spot. It fails to see weaknesses in 
practices and institutions which to later gen
erations are clear as crystal. The drowning 
of wit ches in the 17th century, penal laws in 
the 18th century, slavery in the 19th. What 
will our successors say about the 20th cen
tury? Will it not surprise them that we 
were so strangely blind to our chief prob
lem-the disparity between scientific devel
opment on the one hand and moral develop
ment on the other? 

Sir Richard Livingstone predicts that our 
grandchildren will say of us: "They boasted 

that science had unified the world. They 
never saw that the only real unity is spirit
ual." 

It is to be hoped that our grandchildren 
will speak in such fashion, for if they do, 
they will be much wiser than their grand
parents. Only, why can we not learn to 
think and speak so now? 

Man has made nature his servant but he 
has not rooted out of his soul the instincts 
of greed, pugnacity and cruelty. That is 
why we have the current crime wave, the 
juvenile delinquency, and the sadistic cruelty 
to prisoners of war such as recently exposed, 
and chargeable to Red Chinese and North 
Korean troops. 

Will Durant is very emphatic about this 
when he says: "We are spiritual pygmies in 
gigantic frames. Utopia has come every
where except in the soul of man." 

Elton Trueblood, the Quaker spokesman 
from Earlham College, is equally emphatic. 
He says: "Man has been more successful in 
making machines than achieving the will and 
wisdom to use his engines for humane pur
poses. This is the predicament of western 
man. He has built up a complex civilization, 
but he may lose it because in his hour of 
achievement he has so largely lost or failed 
to develop the inner resources that are 
needed to keep a possible boon from becom
ing a calamity." 

There is a woeful abundance of dissension, 
bitterness, and bad feeling in the world, and 
it all goes to illustrate the disparity between 
material and moral achievement. 

"What we need most in this country are 
the things unseen-spiritual development, 
moral power, and character." (J. Edgar 
Hoover.) 

Now is the time for men of good will to 
stand up and be counted, and for men who 
believe in God to render their greatest serv
ice. The campaign of the godless .is con
tinuously being waged against truth. People 
must learn that "man cannot live by bread 
alone." 

The Jew and the gentile, the Catholic and 
the Protestant, who believe in the God of 
their fathers, must stand together, shoulder 
to shoulder, against the inroads of commu
nism, which would in the last analysis outlaw 
God and our way of life. 

If our Judaic-Christian civilization 1s to 
survive, the God of our fathers must be our 
leader in spirit and in truth. 

MORALS AND RELIGION 

Many of the fundamental beliefs which 
Americans hold are deeply rooted in one or 
more of the major faith. So that when we 
speak of them we are actually expounding 
religious beliefs that are common to many, 
if not an, of us. 

Take, for example, the Declaration of Inde
pendence. You will recall how the phrase 
runs: "That all men are created equal; that 
they are endowed by their Creator with cer
tain inalienable rights; that among these are 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness," 
etc. · 

One need not be a mastermind to recognize 
here the theme that runs through many of 
the great religions of history. 

This belief in the equality of man 1s a 
fundamental American concept. It must be 
adhered to by a majority of our people if 
they are to be found willing to defend our 
way of life. 

Each of us may have his own personal list 
of essential beliefs or convictions, and they 
would di.ffer in certain respects or details. 
But all lists would have a few items in com
mon. Among these would be the dignity of 
the individual, belief in government by law 
inst ead of by the whims of men, respect 
for the truth, and certainly a fundamental 
fait h in a God t h at is good, just, and merciful, 
and One who rules the universe in accordance 
with a benevolent plan. 

Such beliefs as these, if they are widely 
held and firmly adhered to, would be a great 
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boon to olir security and a safeguard to our 
way of life. 

There is an urgent need to instill and 
develop in our people today some of the self
same confidence which led our forefathers to 
perform such heroic feats of endurance when 
they conquered the wilderness and laid the 
foundations here for the strongest and most 
progressive nation on the earth. 

There were doubters and the fainthearted 
in those days, but there were also giants 
in the earth in that era. They counted 
trials, tribulations, and recurrent crises as 
payments on the future they were building 
for themselves and their prosperity. 

They were down-to-earth, practical indi
viduals, too. They were not bothered with 
certain things that trouble us today, such as 
self-analysis, motives, complexes, and neu
roses. They were men and women of simple 
faith and action. They were willing to work 
hard and cheerfully for what they wanted 
and if necessary, to fight hard and long for 
what they had. 
· It is a revival of this simple but effective 
faith which is needed today. From this type 
of simple faith will spring naturally and 
honestly a new sense of moral integrity. 

In the current struggle for freedom and 
democracy, at home and abroad, our great
est weapon, both a sword and a shield, will 
be our love of and our faith in God. To 
open the hearts and minds of men to this 
truth will require a mighty river of faith 
and effort. Each one of us is a drop to swell 
that river and augment its force. 

"When we turn a deaf ear to God's com
mandments, we also cease to hear His prom
ises. We cannot be assured of His care if 
we reject His claim." 

Paul, the apostle, wrote in his letter to the 
Galatians, saying: 

"Stand fast therefore in the liberty where
with Christ hath made us free." (Galatians 
5: 1.) 

And the prophet, Micah, cried out to his 
people, saying: "He hath shown thee, 0 man, 
what is good; and what doth the Lord re
quire of thee, but to do justly, and love mercy, 
and walk humbly with thy God." (Micah 
6: 8.) 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 3690) to amend the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 
NEVADA'S INTEREST IN COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR 

POWER 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from North Dakota yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the Senator 
from Nevada, provided I do not lose the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION'S POWERPLANT 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I fully 
agree with the Atomic Energy Commis
sion in its decision to build a 60,000 kilo
watt atomic energy industrial power
plant or commercial plant. 

THE ARMY PORTABLE POWERPLANT 

I agree with and approve of the Army's 
consideration being given to the building 
of a flatcar atomic energy power unit, 
which might be transported to isolated 
areas, in the same manner as a diesel 
powerplant, in order to obviate the 
necessity of building long-range power 
lines to isolated areas, where only rela
tively small amounts of power are neces
sary. 

INTEREST IN NUCLEAR POWER 

I became interested in the possibilities 
of commercial nuclear energy power
plants even before I came to the United 
States Senate, to which I was elected in 
1946. 

In the part of the country from which 
I come, there are large isolated desert 
and mountain areas, where mining and 
the pumping of water are very expensive 
due to the cost of power, but where only 
relatively small amounts of energy are 
needed in the individual areas, which are 
widely separated. Mr. President, it is 
not economical to build a powerline a 
distance of 50, 75, or 100 miles for only, 
let us say, 5,000 or 10,000 kilowatts of 
energy. Of course, much depends on the 
particular type of plant and the hazards 
which must be faced in the construction 
of such a line. But to transmit 15,000, 
20,000, or 25,000 kilowatts a distance of 
100 or 150 miles from an operating 
center is impractical except under ex
traordinary conditions. 

The junior Senator from Nevada dis
cussed the matter many times with 
Gordon Dean, who was then the head of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, and 
later with Admiral Strauss, who is now 
the head of the Commission. 

He discussed the problem with them 
from the standpoint of feasibility. 

Senators may recall Dr. James B. 
Conant, who for many years was active 
in the development of the first atomic
energy project, and in atomic warfare 
plans, and his writings for Sunday news
paper magazines and other methods of 
propagandizing became a common oc
currence; and, generally held that per
haps commercial atomic energy would 
be available in 25, 30, or 35 years. 

DISCUSSION-NO FEASIBILITY CONNECTION 

Mr. President, the junior Senator 
from Nevada has been in the engineer
ing business for 30 years, and he could 
not understand that kind of a discussion. 
It made no sense to him, because it was 
not based upon relative feasibility. 

The conversation he had with the di
rector of the Oak Ridge plant in Tennes
see, and the Brookhaven plant on Long 
Island, N. Y., and at the Atomic En
ergy Commission offices in Washing
ton, was that feasibility is a relative 
term; that perhaps it would be a long 
time before nuclear power could be de
veloped to compete with power from 
Hoover Dam, in southern Nevada and 
northern Arizona, which comes off the 
switchboard at a cost of 2 mills per kilo
watt-hour, one-fifth of a cent, for firm 
power. 

But if one goes to Eureka, in the east 
central part of the State of Nevada he 
is in a region which is isolated, perhaps 
100 miles from a power center, where 
from 20,000 to 25,000 kilowatts are 
needed to pump an estimated 12,000 gal
lons of water 2,400 feet to make avail
able an estimated $100 million to $150 
million worth of lead and zinc, accord
ing to the United States Geological Sur
vey, Department of the Interior. 

TURNED ZINC-LEAD ORE INTO COUNTRY ROCK 

Of course, the estimate of $150 mil
lion worth of lead and zinc in the Eu
reka area was made before we financed 
Great Britain in the building up of a. 

great stockpile of lead and zinc, which 
England then shipped into our country 
at an opportune time and sold for 10 to 
12 cents per pound and broke our domes
tic market from 16 cents to 10 cents per 
pound. At 16 cents per pound there were 
many millions of dollars' worth of zinc 
ore in the United States mines, while at 
10 cents per pound it turned into country 
rock. We pay miners $1.75 to $2 per 
hour, while England pays them 30 to 40 
cents per hour and 50 to 75 cents per 
day in South Africa. Anyway, we gave 
them the money to buy the zinc and lead 
so they could not lose by breaking our 
markets. 

LOCATION OF FmST POWERPLANT 

Power was costing the mining men 2 ¥2 
to 3 cents a kilowatt-hour in the Eureka, 
Nev., area-not mills, Mr. President, but 
cents. 

Mr. President, I hold in my hand are
port on the various high -cost power 
areas of the United States, which was 
made at my request to the Atomic En
ergy Commission, to determine where the 
first plant should be constructed. 

SMALL PLANT FmST 

Following the early discussions be
tween the junior Senator from Nevada 
and the Atomic Energy Commission the 
first plant which was contemplated by 
the Atomic Energy Commission was a. 
small plant with a capacity of perhaps 
20 to 25 thousand kilowatts to deter
mine the operating cost and to get the 
"bugs" out of it. 

The Commission would have learned a 
great deal through the construction of 
such a plant and ~hrough its operation. 

HIGH-COST POWER AREA 

The next question was where the plant 
would be constructed. The Commission 
naturally wanted it constructed in one 
of the highest cost power areas. 

In 1953 the Commission ordered a sur
vey by the Federal Power Commission, 
Bureau of Power, San Francisco regional 
office. 

Mr. President, I hold in my hand the 
Nevada section of that study. On page 
4 of the study are outlined comparable 
costs of areas of western Washington, 
eastern Washington, and so forth, in
cluding Idaho, Montana, southern Ne
vada, western Nevada, and northeastern 
Nevada. The price per kilowatt-hour 
ranged from 1.03 cents per kilowatt
hour in western Washington to 4.75 
cents per kilowatt-hour in northeast
ern Nevada, where Eureka is located. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the table appearing on page 
4 of the study printed in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

1950 average revenues 
Cents per 

Area: kilowatt-hour 
Western Washington _______________ 1. 03 
Eastern Washington _______________ 0. 99 
Northwestern Oregon _______________ 1. 15 
Southwestern Oregon _______________ 1. 40 
Eastern Oregon ____________________ 2.06 
Northern California ________________ 1. 58 
Southern California ________________ 1. 58 
Southern Arizona __________________ 2. 15 
Central Arizona ____________________ 1.31 
North central Arizona ______________ 2. 34 
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1950 average revenues-Continued 

Cents per 
Area: kilowatt-hour 

IdahO----------------------------- 1.19 
Montana-------------------------- 1. 01 Northern Utah _____________________ 1. 73 
Southwestern Utah _________________ 2. 58 
Southeastern Utah _________________ 3. 65 
Southern Nevada __________________ 1.01 
Western Nevada ____________________ 2.08 
Northeastern Nevada _______________ 4 . 75 

CONTINUED WORK WITH THE COMMISSION 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I con-
tinued my talks with the Commission 
regarding feasibility, which, as I have 
described, is a relative term. 

Dr. Hafstead, of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, who is quoted at length in 
the material I am asking to have printed 
in the REcORD, listed Eureka, Nev., twice 
as a possible site for the powerplant. 
To all intents and purposes, the site was 
agreed upon. 

Then, after enough of the heads of the 
Commission were interested and began 
to take it seriously, they decided on the 
60,000-kilowatt plant, which was too 
large for our area. 

WE OVERSOLD . THE IDEA 

As a result we did not secure the plant 
for our area. However, Mr. President, I 
approve of the work of the Commission, 
knowing that as soon as nuclear power 
is proven feasible in the 60,000-kilowatt 
plant, with the Army following through 
with the flatcar units, within a relatively 
short time we believe the practical feasi
bility will be apparent. 

When the cost of construction, amor
tization, and fuel is known, then we 
shall know exactly how to proceed with 
the installation of comparable units in 
the higher-cost desert and mountain 
areas for mining, pumping water, and 
processing purposes. 

Mr. President, perhaps the work done 
by our Nevada citizens in promoting the 
Eureka plant has assisted in launching 
a program which will be of inestimable 
value to the Nation and ultimately to 
themselves. 

NUCLEAR-POWERED SUBMARINE 

Mr. President, early this year I at
tended the launching of the first nu
clear-powered submarine, in Connecti
cut. 

I think that is only a start, and that 
our entire fleet of submarines will be 
constructed in the same manner within 
a reasonable time and in the foreseeable 
future. 

Such a nuclear-powered submarine 
can stay under water for 6 months, and 
go around the world without surfacing. 
As a matter of fact, in a joking vein, 
someone said such submarines will only 
have to come to the surface at intervais 
long enough for the men to reenlist. 

INTEREST OF NEVADA CITIZENS 

Mr. President, to illustrate the inter
est which the State of Nevada. has had 
in the commercial nuclear power proj
ect from the beginning, and, as a matter 
of fact, before the beginning, of any 
serious talk by the Commission, and be
cause we like to think that, working 
through the junior Senator from Ne
vada, we had something to do with 
bringing about the present project, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 

the RECORD at this point in my remarks 
a letter to me from Louis L. Strauss, 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com
mission, dated November 1953, together 
with my answer, dated December 2, 1953. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 

Washington, D. C. 
Hon. GEORGE W. MALONE, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MALONE: This letter is in re
sponse to the telephone call to Mr. E. R. 
Trapnell, of my staff, on Friday, October 23, 
1953, regarding the pressurized water reactor 
program announced for Westinghouse, and 
its relationship to package power units which 
might be applicable to the Eureka, Nev., area. 

The pressurized water reactor which West
inghouse is scheduled to build for the Com
mission is a pilot plant for a large reactor. 
It is d esigned to produce 60,000 kilowatts of 
electricity, and because of its experimental 
nature a firm power commitment would be 
undesirable. It is for this reason that a loca
tion will probably be selected within one of 
the Commission's facilities where the pres
ence or absence of a large block of power will 
not be critical. We would, therefore, not 
regard the pressurized water reactor program 
as being applicable to the purposes you have 
in mind. 

At the same time the Commission has been 
continuing its package power reactor studies. 
None of these studies have to date indicated 
a competitive situation between atomic en
ergy and conventional fuels for the market 
which was described in the report of the 
Federal Power Commission which was sent 
to your office on July 16, 1953. We are con
tinuing to ·keep as one of our objectives the 
satisfying of the kind of market which that 
report describes. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEWIS L. STRAuss, 

Chairman. 

DECEMBER 2, 1953. 
Mr. LEWIS L. STRAUSS, 

Chairman, Atomic Energy 
Commission, Washingt on, D. C. 

DEAR MR. STRAUSS: Thank you for your re
cent letter regarding the pressurized water 
reactor program announced for West
inghouse. 

Since receiving your reply my office has dis
cussed the matter further with Mr. E. R. 
Trapnell, of your staff. 

I fully understand that the reactor you 
have in mind under the Westinghouse pro
gram would not be applicable to the Eureka, 
Nev., area. What then is the outlook for 
smaller-type units at isolated, power-short 
locations such· as that afforded at the mining 
community of Eureka, N.ev.? 

As you know, there is an acute shortage of 
power in Nevada. In the Eureka area the 
shortage is especially critical, and it is there 
that a vast quantity of ore has been blocked 
out but has not been taken from a deep 
shaft because of the inability to provide 
power cheaply enough. 

Your scientists are very familiar with the 
Eureka area and it is my fervent hope, as 
well as the hope of a statewide committee 
created to further atomic energy develop
ment in Nevada, that a small reactor can 
be constructed there--even though it is an 
experimental model. 

I sincerely feel that the time to develop 
these smaller power-producing reactors is at 
hand. Certainly the place to build them is 
in the power-short areas of the Nation, and 
in that connection I can think of no better 
place than in Nevada. 

We in Nevada are anxious to cooperate 
with the Atomic Energy Commission in any 

way-just as the State and its people have 
cooperated with your agency in the conduct
ing of atomic experiments in southern 
Nevada. 

As members of your staff will tell you, the 
Nevada location mentioned is an excellent 
one for the construction of a reactor which 
could provide power for the area. 

we in Nevada have our hopes raised that 
the .AEC will someday build one of these 
reactors there. I would appreciate your giv
i ng me your views in this matter at your 
ea!·liest convenience. 

Kindest personal regards. 
Sincerely ¥ours, 

GEORGE W . MALONE. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD at this point in my re
marks, in succession, letters from Mr. 
Louis D. Gordon, addressed to the junior 
Senator from Nevada, together with my 
answer, and other correspondence be
tween me and Mr. O'Connor and Dr. 
Lambert. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NEVADA MINING ASSOCIATION, 
Reno, Nev ., July 2, 1953. 

Han. GEORGE W. MALONE, 
United States Senator for Nevada, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MALONE: The mining in
dustry of Nevada has noted with much inter
est your attempts to secure an atomic energy 
industrial powerplant to be located in the 
State of Nevada, preferably at Eureka, Nev. 

we feel that it would be difficult, if not im
possible, to secure an equally suitable loca
tion in the United States for the initial in
stallation of such a facility. Eureka is in a 
sparsely settled area and is so situated geo
graphically as .... o provide every possible 
measure of security. It is separated from 
the Pacific coast by the Sierra Nevada moun
tains and other mountain barriers, and is 
surrounded on all sides by airfields which 
would furnish additional protection against 
air attack, being within striking distance of 
our protect! ve airfields on the Pacific coast, 
Fallon and Las Vegas, Nev. airfields, and 
airfields in Utah, Idaho, and Montana. 

In addition to all of the above, the need 
for electric energy in the Eureka district is, 
as we see it, a vital factor in our national 
defense, as there is an immense quantity of 
lead-zinc ore available if power at a cost 
less than that which is presently available 
can be obtained. 

we will follow with much interest your 
future endeavors to secure such an atomic
energy industrial plant for the Eureka area, 
at least of a pilot or experimental nature. 

With kindest personal regards, 
Sincerely, 

Lours D. GORDON. 

JULY 6, 1953. 
Mr. LOUIS D. GORDON, 

Nevada Mining Association, 
Reno, Nev. 

DEAR Lours: This is to acknowledge your 
recent letter concerning an atomic reactor 
for Nevada. 

I have been working closely on this project 
with Dr. Lawrence Hafstad, the man who 
builds such plants. He is on a vacation at 
the present time and will not return until 
next week. 

I have forwarded copies of your letters to 
him and have asked for another progress 
report. I will keep you advised. 

Thank you for your interest, and with 
kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE W. MALONE. 
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CONSOLIDATED COPPERMINES CORP., 

Kimberly, Nev., June 30, 1953. 
Han. GEORGE MALoNE, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Recently I have received 
an information bulletin from Alfred Merritt 
Smith, chairman, Atomic Power Utilization 
Committee of Reno, Nev., in which he advo
cates the establishment of a power reactor 
at Eureka, Nev. I assure you I am very much 
in favor of the plan as set forth by Mr. Smith 
and feel that Eureka is probably the best 
location for such a plant. Unless a plant 
of this nature is established in the vicinity 
of Eureka, there are very numerous compara
tively small ore bodies in this part of the 
State that cannot and will not be brought 
into production because of the excessive cost 
of bringing power into this area. 

Your efforts to further this cause will be 
appreciated by the entire mining fraternity, 
particularly those of us in eastern and 
central Nevada. 

With best personal wishes, I remain, 
Yours very truly, 

Mr. A. J. O'CoNNOR, 

A. J. O'CONNOR, 
General Manager. 

JULY 6, 1953. 

Consolidated Coppermines Corp., 
Kimberly, Nev. 

DEAR AL: This is to acknowledge your re
cent letter concerning an atomic reactor for 
Nevada. 

I have been working closely on this proj
ect with Dr. Lawrence Hafstad, the man who 
builds such plants. He is on a vacation at 
the present time and will not return until 
next week. 

I have forwarded copies of your letters to 
him and have asked for another progress re
port. I will keep you advised. 

Thank you for your interest and with 
kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE W. MALONE. 

NEVADA CHAMB_ER OF COMMERCE 
ExECUTIVES AsSOCIATION, 

Ely, Nev., June 29, 1953. 
Senator GEORGE W. MALONE, 

Senate Office Building, 
· Washington, D. C. 

DE..-\R SENATOR MALONE: The people of Ne
vada feel rather strongly that this State 
should have one of the first atomic power
plants, and it appears that Eureka, Nev., is 
probably the most suitable site for such a 
plant in the entire United States. 

E'ureka is located in the center of a vast 
area which badly needs economical power 
for development--while the prospects for 
securing such power from sources other than 
atomic are almost nil. Surely our State
which is rocked by the atomic tests-de
serves some practical advantage from atomic 
power development and can make use of such 
power even in preliminary stages of rela
tively high cost. 

We realize, of course, that such develop
ment may actually not be undertaken by 
the Government alone. Regardless of who 
does the job, however, we feel that Nevada 
offers the most feasible location for early 
generation and use of atomic power. 

Anything you can do to help will be appre
ciated. 

Yours, 
DARWIN LAMBERT, President. 

JULY 6, 1953. 
Mr. DARWIN LAMBERT, 

President, Nevada Chamber of Commerce, 
Ely, Nev. 

DEAR DARWIN: This is to ackpowledge your 
recent letter concerning an atomic reactor 
for Nevada. 

I have been working closely on this proj
ect with Dr. Lawrence Hafstad, the man who 

builds such plants. He is on a vacation at 
the present time and will not return until 
next week. 

I have forwarded copies of your letters to 
him and have asked for another progress re
port. I will keep you advised. 

Thank you for your interest and with 
kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE W. MALONE. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I hold 
in my hand the organization proceed
ings of the Atomic Power Utilization 
Committee of Nevada, dated July 1, 
1952, and I ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the RECORD at this point 
in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the pro
ceedings were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
ATOMIC POWER UTILIZATION COMMITI'EE OF 

NEVADA ORGANIZATION PROCEEDINGS 
(Mr. Alfred Merritt Smith, chairman, ad

ministrative assistant to Senator MALONE.) 
The committee was organized at Reno, 

Nev., on July 1, 1952, upon the suggestion 
of Dr. Lawrence R. Hafstad, Director of Re
actor Development, United States Atomic 
Energy Commission, who came to Nevada 
upon the request of Senator GEORGE W. MA
LONE for a prelimim .. ry examination of the 
Eureka Mining District as a site for the con
struction of a reactor to supply electric en
ergy to the mining industry while primarily 
engaged in the production of plutonium for 
the Government. It is proposed to install 
a reactor of sufficient capacity to supply the 
power needs of all the various mines of the 
Eureka Mining District, and also power for 
pumping ground water for irrigation in sev
eral desert valleys located within economic 
electric transmission distance. · 

PURPOSES 
1. To prepare a feasibility report on the 

Eureka project, setting forth comparative 
costs with those of diesel-electric and hy
droelectric power. 

2. To disseminate information through
out the State in regard to atomic energy, 
and its use in various industries. This will 
be done by lectures to service clubs and 
other civic groups and by the distribution 
of unclassified and unrestricted literature 
supplied by the Atomic Energy Commission. 
and affiliates. 

3. To arouse the interest of the mining 
industry and owners of mines located in 
areas of difficult and remote accessibility in 
the use of atomic reactors to solve their 
power problems. 

4. To promote educational programs 1n 
high schools in order to spread general in
formation regarding nuclear energy physics, 
chemistry, and technology, in .the belief that 
such knowledge will do much for the fu
ture development and welfare of our citizens. 

5. To actively support the program that 
has been initiated at the University of Ne
vada for the beneficiation of low-grade 
uranium ores; to promote the adoption of 
additional studies covering effects of radio
activity on plant, animal, and human life 
and in the special fields of medicine, thera
peutics, the conditioning and preservation 
of foods, and of procedures to prevent or 
neutralize any deleterious effects that may 
be created. 

ORGANIZATION 
Present at a dinner meeting in Reno, Nev., 

on July 1, which had been called by Senator 
GEORGE W. MALONE, were a number of lead
ing men in engineering, mining, financial, 
legal, and educational fields. With Senator 
MALONE acting as mOderator, these men or
ganized as a general committee for an in
vestigation of the possibilities of use of 
atomic energy as a source of power in Nevad~ 

A chairman and a board of directors were 
elected, consisting of the following men: 

Alfred Merritt Smith, E. M., Nevada State 
engineer, 1935-51, chairman. 

Roy A. Hardy, E. M., Wingfield mining in
terests, manager, Getchell mine, etc. 

George W. Mitchell, E. M., managing direc
tor, Eureka Mining Corp., Ltd., Eureka, Nev. 

Joseph E. Moose, Ph. D., chief of chemistry 
department, University of Nevada. 

Stanley G. Palmer, D. Sc. , dean, COllege of 
Engineering, University of Nevada. 

Vernon E. Schied, Ph. D., dean and direc
tor, Mackay School of Mines, University of 
Nevada. 

The directors were requested by Dr. Haf
stad to proceed rapidly with the preparation 
of a feasibility report concerning the pro
posed construction of an atomic reactor by 
AEC at Eureka, Nev., upon or near the prop
erty of the Eureka Corp., Ltd., to gen
erate electric power for dewatering the Rich
mond-Eureka mine in order to permit recov
ery of large bOdies of valuable lead-zinc ores 
now urgently required in the national econ
omy; and for the operation and development 
of other mines in the Eureka mining dis
trict, and for pumping ground water in the 
several adjacent arid valleys for irrigation. 

Dr. Hafstad stated that a new reactor 
would definitely be constructed by AEC 
somewhere in the United States as soon as 
possible for the mai:lUfacture of plutonium; 
that electric energy would be a byproduct 
which would be sold as profitably as possible 
as a credit to the cost of the plutonium. 

Each of the directors will be cleared by the 
Atomic Energy Commission in order to re
ceive restricted information, particularly as 
to data and costs of reactor construction and 
operation. 

The directors were further instructed to 
contact operators in all fields of private 
work and invite them to become members of 
the Atomic Power Utilization Committee, 
and participate in discussions. 

The membership will be composed of per
sons who are active in State affairs and in 
the advancement of industry, including those 
engaged in professional work, especially in 
education. Meetings will be held, at which 
speakers who are specialists will appear. 
Lectures and panel discussions will be ar
ranged. The more highly technical features 
of the subject .wlll be avoided. The great 
advantages of peacetime utilization of this 
great force in science, industry, and com
merce will be described and discussed in the 
light of present widespread developments. 
The phenominally rapid and dramatic prog
ress in nuclear energy use has gone ahead of 
public information and education on the 
subject. An essential part of the commit
tee program will be the spreading of knowl
edge regarding atomic energy, destined soon 
to become of major importance to the wel
fare of mankind, and vital to the economic 
development of mining and agriculture in 
the arid Western States. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I have 
in my hand an outline addressed to the 
members of the Atomic Power Utiliza
tion Committee of Nevada, by Mr. Alfred 
Merritt Smith, who is chairman of the 
committee, and also my administrative 
assistant. I a~k unanimous consent that 
the outline be printed in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the outline 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RENO, NEV., December -, 1952. 
DEAR MEMBER: Your chairman attended a 

hearing held by a subcommittee of the Pub
lic Works Committee of the United States 
Senate in Henderson, Nev., on October 10-11, 
recessed to reconvene in Las Vegas on the 
14th and again in Las Vegas on October 20. 
Problems bearing on power, flood control, 
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irrigation, and reclamation were considered 
with Senator MALONE, chairman, conducting 
the investigations. 

Dr. Lawrence R. Hafstad, Director of Re
actor Development, United States Atomic 
Energy Commission, appeared as a witness 
in this hearing on October 14 on the outlook 
for atomic power. Dr. Hafstad indicated that 
the AEC is almost ready to undertake the 
construction of a reactor designed to generate 
electric power, but several points must first 
be decided and agreed upon. Two or three 
different types of reactors are being consid
ered and the experimental work continues. 
How long before a certain definite type is 
selected and also a site among several under 
consideration is not definitely known, and 
predictions of the time vary from 1 to 10 
years, but there is a predominant feeling 
among the atomic engineers and scientists 
that it will be very soon, probably within 
1 year. 

As to proposed sites, Dr. Hafstad stated 
that Eureka, Nev., came very near to meeting 
all of the requirements. He complimented 
this committee on the reports it has sub
mitted to the AEC. He stated further study 
and examination of the site are not con
sidered necessary until a certain type of 
reactor design has been decided upon. 

Dr. Hafstad stated that the construction 
ot a reactor at a site distant from hydro
electric power sources, and also distant from 
fuel for steam-electric power generation, 
would probably be the first development. 
'Ihe cost of conveying the small quantity of 
atomic fuel required to operate such a power 
plant to any remote site would be negligible, 
and disposal of radioactive waste would be 
less ot a problem than in a populous com
munity. 

It must be a major purpose of this com
mittee to closely observe developments in 
the nuclear reactor power field and keep 
before the Atomic Energy Commission our 
urgent need for such power in Nevada to 
stimulate and activate dormant mining, de
velopment of new areas for production of 
strategic metals, and the irrigation of desert 
areas by pumping of groun.1 water. 

For your further information, I enclose 
a reprint of an article on reactors sent by 
Dr. Hafstad for distribution to our members. 
A copy of the supplemental report made to 
AEC on the resources and advantages of the 
Eureka, Nev., site is also enclosed. Most of 
the data for the report was collected by a 
committee of citizens in the Eureka district 
who are alive to the great advantages such 
an installation could bring to them and the 
State. 

On October 16-17, 1952, a conference on 
atomic energy education was held at the 
University of New Mexico, Albuquerque, at 
which scientists and engineers in the nuclear 
field made addresses and submitted papers. 
It was the intention of your chairman to 
attend, but he was required at the Hender
son-Las Vegas hearings. Such meetings are 
significant of great public interest in nuclear 
physics. Our progressive State must not lag 
behind in highly necessary education on this 
subject. 

In a letter to Senator GEORGE W. MALONE 
dated September 16, 1952, Chairman Gordon 
Dean, of the AEC, included the following 
excerpt from a letter he had written to the 
Honorable HENRY M. JACKSON, of Washing
ton, a member of the Joint . Committee on 
Atomic Energy. Mr. Dean stated that his 
letter refiected as precisely as possible the 
views of AEC in response to a question as to 
"how soon these developments (power from 
atomic energy) can be expected." 

"In addition to the development of power
producing reactors, a great deal of work is 
being expended for the defense effort on pro
pulsion and materials producing reactors. 
Fortunately, the early phases of this work 
are in a large measure directly applicable to 
the development of power reactors. 

"Undoubtedly, atomic power when it first 
appears in any significant quantity will be 
at high cost relative to conventional power. 
The plants will, therefore, be more likely to 
be located where they will supplement those 
producing electricity from high-cost fuel 
rather than in hydrogenerated or other cheap 
power areas. 

"It is also possible that the cost of build
ing and operating reactors will have fallen 
to the point where power production alone 
will be competitive in areas where power 
costs currently are high. It should not be 
assumed, however, that within 10 years such 
units can be expected to provide more than 
a very small fraction of the national power 
demand. 

"* * * a prolonged period of intensive 
military effort may well retard the appear
ance of a significantly large amount of 
atomic power. Other factors such as the 
depletion of the Nation's conventional fuel 
resources and a possible resulting increase 
in their cost might hasten its appearance. 
Most probably this new energy source would 
not supplant any of the low-cost power sta
tions but would, to a limited extent, con
tribute to existing power systems where 
fuel costs are high or special location prob-
lems exist. · 

"One thing is certain. The atom is the 
most potent source of energy known. This 
Na~ion must not neglect the task of seeking 
out the methods by which this energy may 
be harnessed. Ordinary prudence in the 
conservation of our energy resources demands 
the continued application of scientific re
search and development to the problem. It 
is the intent of the Atomic Energy Com
mission to continue its own program toward 
this end and to encourage the exploratory 
and developmental efforts of private com
pani-es in the field." 

The foregoing was written some months 
before the Eureka, Nev., site had been 
brought to the attention of AEC, and it 
shows how clearly that site meets require
ments for the first power reactor. The in
terest of AEC in the Nevada site was indi
cated by the presence of Dr. Hafstad at the 
Senate Public Works hearing on power at 
Henderson. 

Our latest information is that Harvey L. 
McPhail, Assistant Commissioner of Recla
mation, has been directed by the Bureau of 
Mines to examine prospective sites in the 
United States and the AEC awaits his report. 
Mr. McPhail is a native of Nevada and a 
graduate of the University of Nevada. Be
fore his promotion he was for several years 
Director of the Branch of Power Utilization, 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Very truly yours, 
ALFRED MERRITT SMITH, 

Chairman. 

TWO HUNDRED AND FIFTY MEMBERS OF THE 
NEVADA ATOMIC POWER UTILIZATION COM
MITTEE 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, there 
were approximately 250 members of the 
Atomic Power Utilization Committee of 
Nevada, made up of prominent persons 
throughout the State, who were inter
ested not only in establishing a power 
unit in the State of Nevada, but in es
tablishing for the Nation the knowledge 
necessary to make such power available 
to the Nation, but are still looking for
ward to the time when the contemplated 
project in Nevada will prove feasible. 

The committee will then make another 
attempt to have a powerplant built 
there. In the meantime, they are inter
ested in private financing of such a 
project. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
message to the members of that com
mittee, signed by Mr. Alfred Merritt 
Smith, and dated May 7, 1953, be printed 

in the RECORD at this point in my re· 
marks. 

There being no objection, the outline 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ATOMIC POWER UTILIZATION COMMITTEE, 

Reno, Nev., May 7, 1953. 
DEAR MEMBER: Your interest in this com

mittee is evidence of a desire to see our 
largely arid State profit by utilization of 
atomic power as soon as this astounding new 
scientific resource can be given to the public. 
It will soon be possible to construct atomic 
powerplants in arid regions, distant from 
present sources of fuel and power. We have 
a number of such areas, and now it seems 
that a way is opening to develop them for 
mining and agriculture, and so bring Nevada 
up toward the indu.strial level of other West
ern States. This cannot be done without 
power at lower costs than are presently pos
sible in such areas. 

You have kept abreast of the phenominal 
scientific investigations for conversion of 
nuclear energy to electric power, and so can 
visualize the almost unlimited benefits that 
the first atomic power reactor would bring 
to Nevada. 

Your committee, engergetically and ably 
assisted by Senator GEORGE W. MALONE has 
presented to the United . States Atomic 
Energy Commission the advantages of estab
lishing an atomic powerplant in central 
Nevada. The project has been kept before 
AEC through personal contacts, correspond
ence, and the presentation of additional in
formation from time to time. 

A special power market survey of the 
Eureka area was made by two electrical engi
neers from the Federal Power Commission 
on February 17 to 21, inclusive. Your chair
man accompanied the engineers to Eureka, 
Ely, and Elko. 

Again, on April 2, two engineers were sent 
by AEC from the New England Power Co. to 
doublecheck on power costs and power avail
ability. Upon their arrival, I met these men 
in Reno. The Nevada State Bureau of Mines 
provided an automobile and a geologist, and 
together we went over the area. None of 
these engineers were at liberty to express 
opinions or give out figures. Their findings 
have not yet been released. 

It has been indicated to us that other sites 
where power costs are high, in Maine and 
Florida are also being studied, but Eureka 
yet has a high listing. One of our commit
tee members, Col. Dale 0. Smith, United 
States Air Force, while in Washington, D. C. 
recently, called upon Senator MALONE and 
also on Dr. Lawrence Hafstad, Director of 
Reactor Development, AEC, and writes as 
follows: 

"Much that Dr. Hafstad told me I am not 
authorized to reveal; however, I can say this: 
Dr. Hafstad is a strong supporter of the 
Eureka, Nev., project. He thinks that it 
will be a very valuable activity, and even 
though there is not much evidence as to 
what they can build a plant for, how much 
the power can be sold for, and whether it will 
be an economic venture, he believes the way 
to find out is to go ahead at once. There 
are people in the Commission, however, who 
are more conservative and would like to 
wait until more facts are available from 
experimentation before going ahead on proj
ects such as these. Dr. Hafstad has recom
mended the project to the Commission and 
it is up to the Commission to determine 
whether or not the project should be ap-
proved this year." . 

The change in national administration' 
has caused some changes in the personnel of 
AEC, also in the Congressional Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy. It is not probable 
that such shifting will greatly affect the 
gigantic going concern, to which Congress 
has now altogether allocated a total of $12 
billion through the 1953 fiscal year, making 
it the world's third largest business, out-
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ranked only by Metropolitan Life and Amer
ican Telephone & Telegraph. 

Your direct ors propose to work continu
ously to get a reactor built in Nevada and 
we know we have your valuable support. 
Senator MALoNE and his staff will spare no 
efforts to bring this about. MALONE has been 
successful in establishing a project for the 
study of extraction of uranium from low
grade ores at the University of Nevada, and 
is also responsible for a contract now being 
drawn up for another project there to study 
the effects of atomic blast dust and radiation 
on all forms of plant life. His engineering 
knowledge and intimate acquaintance with 
key members of the joint committee and 
AEC are indispensable to this project. The 
Senator has given time and travel to this 
work. Your chairman has also personally 
contributed all of his travel and the cor
respondence expenses of ·the committee. 

We need a little money for stationery, 
postage, mimeographing, etc. We have the 
ear of AEC which has given our reports most 
favorable comment. Please help us carry 
on by sending in a small contribution of a 
dollar or two for the cause. What we do 
now may .be the means of eventually bring
ing millions of dollars to Nevada; first for 
construction, and then in production. We 
don't intend to stop plugging whether or not 
we get any money from our supporters, but 
it will help. 

Your chairman has for 18 years been Ne
vada's director in the National Reclamation 
Arosociation, which is designed to promote 
reclamation and irrigation in the 17 West
ern States, and therefore clearly visualizes 
what low-priced power could do for our dry 
lands. While in Washington, D. C., for a 
meeting of National Reclamation Association 
directors in April, I discussed the Eureka 
project with Drs. McLain and Peterson, AEC 
technicians, and with Dr. Gordon Dean, the 
cha1rmaii of AEC. Tfiey are· in favor of reac
tors for genertaing power, which while stili 
experimental, can be built. Some of the 
Commissioners think such a reactor should 
be built now, and any defects could be worked 
out in actual operation. Others favor more 
time being spent on the several designs and 
in experimental work before a plant is under
taken. 

Chairman Gordon Dean expressed his in
tention to visit Nevada this summer, which 
indicates his interest. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALFRED MERRITl' SMITH, 

Chairman. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point in my remarks 
a letter dated October 1, 1953, from Al
fred Merritt Smith to the members of 
the Atomic Power Utilization Committee 
of Nevada, together with his message to 
them of October 1953. · 

There being no objection, the letter 
and message were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

ATOMIC POWER UTILIZATION 
COMMITTEE, 

Reno, Nev., October 1, 1953. 
DEAR MEMBER: Attached hereto is copy of 

a talk I made on September 10, 1953, to the 
Lions Club of Elko, Nev., and on September 
11 to the Rotary Club of Elko, entitled 
"Atomic Power for Nevada" which I hope 
will be of interest. 

The Federal Pow~r Commission has just 
released a report on 4 counties in north
eastern Nevada which it states is the area o! 
highest power cost in the 8 most Western 
States. This fact, coupled with the great 
natural resources of these counties con
tinues to keep Eureka in the foreground as 
a site for the construction of a pilot plant 
power reactor. 

The failure of Congress to appropriate 
money for construction of such a plant by 
the Government has delayed progress on 
nuclear power. Private enterprise is very 
reluctant to build such plants, not because 
it doubts their efficiency and regards such 
work as premature, but for the reason that 
present governmental regulations for se
curity are so restrictive that private com
panies will not move until they are given 
more liberty. 

Since the Government hampers private de
velopment of nuclear power for reasons de
E-igned for national security, it should build 
the first plants and operate them, and then 
turn them over to private ownership and 
operation as soon as security regulations can 
be sufficiently reduced, or entirely abolished. 

We are hopeful that the Atomic Energy 
Commission will soon build such a plant. 
When it does, Nevada and in particular 
Eureka, will certainly be given serious con
sideration as a desirable site. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALFRED :MERRITT SMITH, 

Chair man. 

ATOMIC POWER FOR NEVADA 
(By Alfred Merritt Smith) 

The atomic power situation in the United 
States seems to be in a condition of stale
mate. How long this may last depends upon 
Congress. The AEC a year ago gave 4 study 
teams from 8 private corporations enough 
released information to enable them to in
vestigate and study power reactors. Using 
their own money, but with some help from 
AEC technicians, each group determined 
that atomic power is both possible and prac
tical, but none of the companies had any 
incentive to go ahead. All discoveries and 
patentable processes in the atomic field must 
.be turned G"\le~ - to ·Uncle Sam. They could 
.only buy their atomic fuel ~nd sell their 
·byproducts to Uncle Sam, who is not Teady 
to contract to buy the most valuable by
product, which would be weapon-grade plu
tonium, although presently AEC is making 
plutonium at enormous cost and wasting 
the heat generated by the process which 
heat could be converted into electric power. 
At the great Hanford plant in Washington 
State almost all of the Columbia River is 
used to carry the reactor heat away. The 
Government has spent $8.6 billion in its 
atomic weapons program, but very few dol
lars on peacetime uses. It is now building 
new billion dollar plants at Aiken, S. c., 
Portsmouth, Ohio, and Paducah, Ky., and 
meanwhile the older great plants at Oak 
Ridge, Tenn., and Hanford, Wash., are being 
enlarged, at incredible expense, all for bombs 
and warfare. 

The press and the radio, and many public 
speakers, fill the air with a clamorous yakity
yak insisting that Russia will bomb our Na
tion out of existence if we do not constantly 
maintain and advertise our superiority in 
atomic weapons and the means of using 
them. The fear element is exploited to the 
limit. No expenditure designated as being 
for national protection, however lavish and 
heavy on the public taxpayers, is turned 
down. As the Russians listen to the clamor 
for more and bigger atomic weapons in this 
country it is probable that they are as scared 
as we are. But when our public asks for a 
conversion of some of this great new energy 
to peacetime uses, numbers of our techni
cians and Congressmen again become dollar 
conscious. 

Various members of the AEC would like 
to have the existing security regulations re
duced by amendments to the Atomic Energy 
Act, which act now keeps their hands tied 
1n atomic power construction, excepting in 
military fields, and hinders cooperation by 
private capital. Several major private com
panies indicate that they would at once 
butld reactors if given liberty of action and 
freedom of markets. 

The necessity for governmental security 
regulations has greatly diminished, or may 
have even ceased to exist. Traitors and spies, 
such as Fuchs and the Rosenbergs have con
veyed much knowledge of our secret proc
esses to the Russians. 

The cost of a big atomic-power station 
making byproduct plutonium has been esti
mated to range between $50 million and $100 
million. Charles A. Thomas, president of 
Monsanto Chemical Co., which last year spent 
$250,000 of its own money investigating com
mercial uses of atomic energy, says in a pub
lished statement it would cost $60 million to 
build a 125,000-kilowatt atomic-power plant. 
This company states that of this sum $44 
million would be the cost of the reactor for 
plutonium production, and could come from 
the Government. The remainder would be 
for the steam-electric power portion of the 
plant, $16 million, which could be supplied 
by private industry. 

Although this is a large plant for a be
ginning, some AEC men say it is about as 
small as one can be made to economically 
manufacture plutonium. A dual-purpose 
power and plutonium plant must be large, 
and the experts say only about six of them 
should be built in the United States. 

Mr. Thomas estimates that, basing power 
price on the $16 million capitalization of the 
electric power part of the plant, they could 
generate power for 3 mills per kilowatt-hour, 
as compared to present 8 mills for coal-steam 
power. Sale of this power would reduce the 
cost of the plutonium to much less than it 
costs the Government to make it now. 

At Henderson, Nev., we probably have the 
best site for a large dual-purpose reactor in 
the United States. All of you know that 
five large electrochemical plants now oper
ating there are clamoring for more electric 
power. Each of- these big plants is manu
.facturlng . ..strategic . materials or metals ur
gently needed for the national defense. They 
have absorbed all of Nevada's share of 18% 
percent of the power generated at Boulder 
Dam, and 25 percent of the power from Davis 
Dam, all that was allocated to this State, a 
total of 990 million kilowatt-hours or 113,-
036 continuous kilowatts. Elforts by the 
Nevada Colorado River Commission and by 
Senator MALONE to get more firm electric 
power have so far been unproductive. The 
operators at Henderson decline to invest the 
large sum necessary to build an adequate 
coal-steam plant, for they have compara
tively short-term. contracts with the Gov
ernment, and their margin of profit is close. 
Clearly the Government should help here 
in supplying power. The market demand 
at Henderson is very- large now, and it is 
rapidly increasing. We assume that the Gov
ernment's need for more plutonium will con
tinue in the interest of national security; 
for the present plutonium plants are running 
at full capacity. Even if it be assumed that 
world peace is in the making, and that our 
national defense need for plutonium and 
uranium 235 will diminish, there will very 
soon be an increasing demand for these 
atomic fuels to keep the wheels of industry 
turning. Such is the consensus of opinion of 
the best brains in the atomic-energy field 
today. 

And that isn't all in southern Nevada. We 
have many thousands of acres of desert land 
there that can be reclaimed and made 
wonderfully productive in that semitropic 
climate. We claim water rights in the Colo
rado River for 900,000 acre-feet. We have a 
contract with the Bureau of Reclamation for 
300,000 acre-feet in Boulder Dam. We pres
ently use about 10,000 acre-feet. We may 
eventually lose our right if we don't use the 
water, and if we continue to allow other 
States to put all of it to highly beneficial 
uses. California and Arizona are fighting 
bitterly over a division. Both belligerent 
States assume that Nevada's share is only 
300,000 acre-feet, but no interstate compact 
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on division of the water has ever been rati
fied. 

Senator MALoNE has introduced 6 bills In 
the United States Senate for the reclama
tion of 190,000 acres of land to be irrigated 
frcm the Colorado River. The Bureau of 
Reclamation, the Soil Conservation Service, 
the Nevada- State Agricultural Experiment 
Station, the State engineer, and the Bureau 
of Land Management are actively studying 
the area and will soon make a report. So far, 
they conservatively estimate 95,000 acres of 
land that will produce crops if irrigated. 
Future reclamation and irrigation of pres
ently estimate croplands and other uses 
will call for about 500,000 acre-feet, and 
rapidly growing industrial, municipal and 
suburban developments may eventually 
double this demand. 

All of this water will have to be pumped 
up to the lands through lifts of from 200 
to 1,000 feet. No additional electric power 
will be obtainable from Bridge Canyon Dam 
in less than 6 years-perhaps 12 years. 
Bridge Canyon Dam affords only small water 
storage and in order to become effective as a 
power site must be supplemented by a dam 
and reservoir at :.rarble Canyon. These 
projects have not been authorized. Nevada's 
share of the power may be 250,000 kilowatts, 
which will be quickly absorbed. Power from 
other dams farther upstream will probably 
all go to upstream States. Arizona even now 
is demanding all future power from Bridge 
Canyon. Our futut.e supply from the Colo
rado River is limited, and will come too 
late. A large atomic power reactor at Hen
derson, to which more units can be added 
would apparently solve all future power de
mands. The reactor power cost might be 
relatively high at first, but it will rapidly 
come down as skills and techniques improve. 
Improvements come slowly but surely for all 
new processes and inventions. On the other 
hand, our hydro and steam costs are steadily 
increasing, hydro sites are fixed and limited 
in number; coal and oil transportation is 
expensive, and the total reserves are steadily 
decreasing. On the other hand, transporta
tion and storage of atomic fuel would be al
most nil, the cost will lower, and the esti
mated supply is practically inexhaustible. 

Atomic energy for the weapons program 
cost our taxpayers $1.8 billion a year. That 
expense will continue indefinitely unless the 
Government reduces the cost of its opera
tions and processes, or private industry is al
lowed enough leeway to induce it to get into 
the operation with projects that will pay 
taxes. 

Nevada has other large fields for atomic 
power, and with probably better locations for 
its application than any other State in the 
Union. There is a need for power to develop 
mining in remote locations, and for pump
ing ground water to reclaim vast areas of 
desert lands. I will very briefly discuss one 
area which has a radius of about 100 miles 
from Eureka in northeastern Nevada. 

The Nevada Atomic Power Utilization Com
mittee has made two reports on this area 
to the Atomic Energy Commission, and it 
has been the subject of a special power mar
ket survey by the Federal Power Commission 
at the request of AEC. I have had copies of 
the APUC reports mimeographed and they 
are available to each of you here, as well 
as an address on atomic power for western 
mining development by Senator GEORGE W. 
MALONE, and copies of the testimony on this 
subject by Dr. Lawrence Hafstad before a 
hearing held in Las Vegas, Nev., on October 
10, 1952. I will, therefore, touch only a few 
high points of this project, and will rely~ 
upon your reading of the more comprehen
sive reports. 

At the Ruby Hill Mine, one of the numer
ous mining properties in the Eureka Mining 
District, the Eureka Corp., Ltd., cooperat
ing with the United States Bureau of Mines 
has developed by core drilling a tabular ore 
body conservatively calculated to contain 

1 million tons of gold-silver-lead-zinc 
ore with a gross value of $38,850,000 at pres
ent metal prices. Additional core drilling 
during 1952-53 has revealed extensions of 
this ore body that more than double the 
value of the first discovery, and the drilling 
which is being continued constantly reveals 
more ore. To get access to and mine this 
ore will require the continuous pumping of 
15,000 gallons of water per minute through 
a lift of 2,250 feet. Present diesel electric 
power cost is 2_6 cents per kilowatt-hour, too 
expensive for pumping and mining. This 
one oper.ation will immediately require 15,-
000 kilowatts for pumping. Other mining 
properties and ground-water pumping in ad
jacent valleys will require at least 25,000 
kilowatts more in a short time. S tudies by 
the United States Geological Survey Division 
of Water Resources in cooperation with the 
office of the Nevada State engineer indicate 
that at lea-st 24,000 acres of first-class land 
can be reclaimed in adjacent valleys by the 
available ground water. Therefore, a 50,000-
kilowatt plant is indicated for the area. This 
is within the capacity range of the package
size plant suggested or recommended for 
development of isolated areas, and would 
probably cost somewhere around $12 to $15 
million. For national land reclamation and 
mining of strategic metals it should be fi
nanced by the Government similar to an 
agricultural reclamation project. The power 
could be sold at a figure that would repay 
the Government within a 50-year period. 
Such an installation at this location would 
rapidly bring about the development of the 
valuable natural resources in minerals and 
agriculture. 

The reactor could also be built as a pilot 
plant, just as the Government presently 
builds such plants to determine methods of 
producing fuel oil from oil shale and coal 
in an emergency, and plants to study proc
esses for beneficiating manganese, titanium, 
zirconium, beryllium, and other metals that 
have suddenly become very important to our 
national welfare. When it has been demon
strated that such reactors are practical and 
very necessary, private capital should be en
couraged to take over. 

President Eisenhower in his message to 
Congress on July 31 said: 

"In the stress of dealing with urgent prob
lems of peace and security and budget appro
priations and tax revenues, we sometimes 
overlook the fundamental importance to our 
national well-being of constructive, forward
looking policies designed to conserve and 
improve the Nation's natural renewable 
resources." 

Although he stressed renewable resources, 
at a later point in his talk he said: 

"We must build a balanced program for 
the use and development of all our natural 
resources." 

It should be apparent that development 
and conservation of our nonrenewable re
sources in fuels and minerals is vital to our 
welfare. In time of war we may be unable 
to obtain urgently needed metals from for
eign sources. 

How clear it is that atomic power can 
increasingly replace oil, gas, and coal, and 
promote mining of strategic minerals and 
metals now difficult to obtain because of the 
deposits being distant and economically 
inaccessible to present sources of hydro
electric power, and to fuel for steam-electric 
power. 

The Nevada Atomic Power Utilization 
Committee made examinations and reports 
on the Eureka area at the request of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. The Federal 
Power Commission made an examination 
during 1952 and 1953. Dr. Lawrence Haf
stad, director of reactor development, has 
visited Eureka district and power reactor 
sites. We are now urging AEC to continue 
its studies of the area. 

The Federal Power Commission examina
tion in 1952 was made to comply with a 

r-equest by the Atomic Energy Commission 
to determine whether it would be possible to 
market the output of an atomic electric 
generating plant west of the Continental 
Divide. This report was released May 1953. 
Two criteria were used: one, that present 
power costs were in excess of 10 mills per 
kilowatt-hour, and two, that loads of from 
15,000 to 30,000 kilowatts be available at 
rates covering costs of between 10 and 17 
mills. 

After surveying this great western field 
they selected northeastern Nevada because . 
(a) electric rates there are higher than in 
any other area of comparable size in the 
eight Western States; {b) potentialities exist 
for the development of electric loads of 
15,000 to 30,000 kilowatts. 

The area centers in Eureka, and also in
cludes the towns of Ely, Elko, Carlin, and 
Austin. Current production costs were 
found to range from 17 mills to 35 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. Federal Power Commission 
estimated that power might be delivered into 
the area for about 10 mills if a 30,000-kilo
watt load could be assured, but qualified this 
statement by saying such a load is not pres
ently assured, and the load is quite scat
tered, so the cost of bringing in outsicie 
power might be higher. 

Our comment is that since the examina
tion for the FPC report were made continued 
core drilling has doubled the known quan
tity of ore given in our first reports. The 
new ore is of higher grade, and exploration 
continues with .increasing gains in tonnage 
which insures a longer term mining opera
tion. Pun:ping tests conducted to accu
rately determine water volume necessary t.o 
remove in order to uncover the ore show 
that 20,000 gallons per minute should be 
pumped for about 1 year, after which 12,000 
gallons per minute must be continuously 
pumped. Careful geological studies indicate 
that little, if any, of this water can be sealed 
or cemented off to reduce the underground 
inflow. I quote from a letter by George W. 
Mitchell to R. E. Gale, of the Idaho Power 
Co., dated April 23, 1953: 

"During January 1953 we carried on a 
pumping test from which calculations have 
been made, indicating that the most eco
nomical volume to pump in order to attain 
our objective, recovery of the 2,250 level in 
the ore zone, is 20,000 gallons per minute 
and that the mine will make from 10,000 to 
12,000 gallons per minute continuously 
thereafter. It is recommended that we pro
vide not less than 25,000 gallons per minute 
pumping capacity. This volume will have 
to be lifted 2,250 feet to the surface. 

"In order to accomplish the initial draw
down at 20,000 gallons per minute, the power 
demand will be some 20,000 kilowatts con
tinuously. The pumping load would dimin
ish to approximately 10,000 kilowatts iu 
about a year but, at that time, an ore-treat
ment-plant load, also continuous, would re
place the drop. A 1,500-ton-per-day plant 
will require about 3,500 kilowatts, while ade
quate mining equipment to hoist this ton
nage would be another 2,500 to 3,000 kilo
watts. The mine plant load (not pumping) 
would be an intermittent load operating a 
large hoist and compressors. 

"If power were obtainable at a sufficiently 
low price it is likely that eventually a lead 
smelter using an electric furnace, possibly 
of 2,500-kilowatt size, would be installed. 

"At the present time, we have invested 
approximately $8 million. The Eureka proj
ect unwatering will cost an additional "e7 
million to $8 million with another $5 million 
being required for a treatment plant. 

"We would have to assure ourselves, by 
further drilling, of a life of not less than 10 
years in order to justify the above expense. 
There is every geological reason to expect a 
life fn excess of this. In fact, geologists fa
miliar with this district, particularly Dr. 
Thoma-s B. Nolan, assistant of the United 
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States Geological Survey, believe the suc
cess of our operation will lead the way to 
the discovery of other large deposits in the 
8 by 2 mile mountain range to the south of 
Eureka Corp., Ltd., the upper 600 feet of 
which was extensively explored and mined 
in the late 1800'S.'' 
. To date, the nearest outside power com

panies have shown little interest in Eureka. 
Idaho Power Co. might be a possibility, but 
a necessary 300-mile transmission line and 
the initial light load are deterrents, and 
might require a power rate of around 20 
mills. If the possibility for at omic power 
fails, Eureka Corp. seriously considers in
stalling its own steam-electric plant, provid
ing additional development of ore will re
quire a 10-year mining operation. The FPC 
estimated cost of conventional steam-electric 
power for a 30,000-kilowatt plant at Eureka 
is 14 mills, based on private financing, 60 per
cent load factor, 30,000 kilowatts, coal-fired, 
capital cost $191 per kilowatt, with coal at 
Eureka $15.17 per ton. It is improbable that 
costs for power from any contiguous area 
would ever be lower than when such service 
might be first established in Eureka. 

On the other hand, if reactor power !s 20 
to 25 mills (AEC 30,000-kilowatt plant esti
mate) the sale of coproduct plutonium 
might make it possible to market power at 
10 mills and break even on the total opera
tion. Furthermore, it is certain that the 
first costs will come down as the techniques 
of this new process are improved in opera
tion. 

The Federal Power Commission has tabu
lated figures . showing that electric power 
rates in this area are more than double those 
of any other area in the Western States, and 
average 4.75 cents per kilowatt-hour. 

Costs of nuclear power for the FPC study 
were assumed to be between 10 and 17 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. It is improbable that 
FPC worked from a purely theoretical rate. 
The best reactor scientists and power engi
neers in the country have been estimating 
reactor power costs for a long time. There 
seems to be a desire on the part of some 
technicians in the nuclear field to bypass 
actual atomic power development at this 
time as premature, and they express an opin
ion that further pilot plant experimentation 
should be carried out adjacent to some pres
ently established nuclear laboratory. This 
is contrary to the premise we have been 
working on as a result of various conferences 
with other personnel of AEC during the past 
18 months. 

In view of our new developments at Ruby 
Hill in Eureka, and the increasing public 
demand for more attention by AEC to pos
sible service in power-starved areas, a con
tined study of northeastern Nevada is recom
mended, and should be urged by all of our 
influential agencies and men. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point in my remarks 
a further message from Alfred Merritt 
Smith to the members of the Atomic 
Power Utilization Committee of Nevada, 
dated April 5, 1954. 

There being no objection, the message 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ATOMIC POWER 
UTILIZATION COMMITTEE, 

Reno, Nev., April 5, 1954. 
DEAR MEMBER: The United States Atomic 

Energy Commission sent out a news release 
on December 7, 1953, inviting private indus
try to submit proposals for financial and en
gineering cooperation in the construction 
of nuclear power reactors that would meet 
their respective power requirements. The 
relea~e was as follows: 

"The Atomic Energy Commission today re
newed its invitation to private industry to 
submit proposals for the investment of risk 

capital in the recently announced project to 
build a full-scale nuclear reactor for gener
ating electric power. The AEC is proceeding 
as rapidly as possible with necessary deci
sions on architect-engineering considera
tions, site selection and operating specifi
cations. 

"Since the initial announcement the Com
mission has discussed with several organi
zations proposals for building with private 
funds the steam turbine and electrical gen
erating portions of the project and for op
erating the entire power plant. The AEC 
encourages further evidence of industry's 
interest in private investment for the pur
pose of obtaining firsthand experience with 
the new technology involved in building and 
operating a large-scale reactor designed spe
cifically for power-producing purposes. 

"The location for the atomic powerplant 
has not been chosen. Although the AEC 
announced in October that sites near the 
gaseous diffusion plants for the separation 
of uranium 235 would be considered, the 
agency added tQ.day that the attractiveness 
of proposals involving private financing for 
the steam and the electric generating por
tions of the plant and for operating the 
plant would considerably influence the de
cision on plant site. 

"Companies or organizations interested in 
participating may submit proposals prior to 
February 15, 1954. Detailed information 
may be obtained from the AEC Reactor De
velopment Division, Washington, D. C." 

In response to the general invitation, 
George W. Mitchell, vice president and man
aging director of Eureka Corp. Ltd., Eureka, 
Nev., wrote AEC on January 26, 1954, as 
follows: 

"DEAR Sms: Eureka, Nev., and Eureka Corp., 
Ltd. (a lead-zinc mine), have often been 
mentioned as the possible location and spon
sors of the first atomic energy powerplant. 
Your Director of Reactor Development, Dr. 
Lawrence R. Hafstad, has received several re
ports from Nevada's Atomic Power Utiliza
tion Committee, of which I am a director, 
on the feasibility of the project as well as 
realistic estimates of Eureka Corp.'s and 
other power requirements in the area, our 
present production costs, capacity, etc. 

"Eureka Corp. is interested in partici
pating in the construction and operation of 
a nuclear powerplant. We would seriously 
consider building, with private funds, the 
steam turbine and electrical generating por
tions as well as operating the entire power
plant. 

"We shall appreciate receiving details as to 
the size of reactor (in terms of boiler ca
pacity) which might be considered, so we 
may work up an estimate on the expendi
ture that we would be required to make for 
the steam and electrical portion of the plant. 
This would enable us to make a specific pro
posal. We presume the boiler in which the 
steam is made would be part of the reactor 
section of the plant and thus not a part of 
our problem." 

During February 1954, Dr. Lawrence R. 
Hafstad, Director of Reactor Development, 
AEC, wrote to Mr. Mitchell in reply: 

"DEAR MR. MITCHELL; Our staff has been 
studying the material you sent in support 
of an application for participation in the 
second round of industrial studies in con
nection with the use of electric power from 
nuclear energy. 

"This material has been very helpful to us 
in documenting a very real need for rela
tively high cost electric power. As a gen
eral matter we would expect that one of the 
early applications of nuclear power would be 
to supply needs such as yours. 

"Since, as we understand, it is not your 
wish or intent to become involved in the 
actual design of reactors, it appears that it 
would not be appropriate for you to enter 
into an active study agreement with the 
Commission of the type which power com-

panies and other industrial companies have 
entered into with the Commission. 

"We suggest that you continue to study 
the problem of utilization of nuclear energy 
in your industry, keeping us currently in
formed as to changes in your estimates of 
fut ure consumer demands. 

"We are returning the brochure with con
fidential information on your company but 
we would like to retain for our own u se t he 
maps and charts indicating the great need 
for some kind of power in your area." 

On February 24, 1954, Lewis L. Strauss, 
chairman, United States Atomic Energy 
Commission, wrote the following letter to 
Senator MALONE; 

"DEAR SENATOR: This is in reference to a 
subject on which you and I have had several 
conversations, viz., the feasibility of an early 
introduction into our economy of electrical 
energy derived from a nuclear source. I 
have been impressed by your arguments in 
behalf of locating one of the initial units in 
areas where power costs· are relatively high, 
as in Nevada. You are aware, of course, that 
our best estimates to date are not yet at 
the point where power so produced would be 
economically competitive in most of our 
States where hydroelectric power or power 
from the burning of oil, gas, or coal is more 
cheaply developed. 

"The last time we discussed the subject 
you were particularly interested in the pres
surized water reactor with which the Com
mission decided to mov.e forward last year 
and on which design work has made sub
stantial progress. From this reactor we in
tend to derive important information con
cerning costs, and for that reason our tech
nical people have strongly contended that 
those cost experiences cannot be realistic if 
the unit is designed to produce less than, 
say, 60,000 kilowatts. As I recollect our last 
conversation, we both agreed that this 
amount of power was in excess of the 
optimum size which you had in mind and 
which your area could presumably justify. 

"In the course of our conversation last 
week, we also discussed the possibility of 
the so-called packaged powerplants in 
which the military are interested in princi
ple and which, as envisaged, will be con
siderably smaller than the pressurized water 
reactor above mentioned. In this field there 
may be something which in a few months 
we could profitably discuss further. There 
is nothing to explore at this writing. 

"Interest in the civilian use of electric 
power derived from nuclear sources, and con
fidence that such use will ultimately be at
tained, is now fairly widespread. Dr. Har
stad informs me, however, that the Nevada 
group and particularly the committee head
ed by Alfred Merritt Smith was especially 
interested, understanding, and helpful in 
the early days of great skepticism as to 
whether nuclear energy could ever be uti
lized except for military purposes. For this 
support and encouragement we are deeply 
appreciative.'' 

These letters show that our sustained em
phasis on the desirability of Eureka, Nev., 
as a site for the first industrial power reactor 
has been given serious consideration. It 
seems probable that changed personnel in 
the Federal nuclear ranks, and also failure 
to obtain an adequate appropriation for this 
phase of atomic work has prevented or de
layed continued investigation by AEC. This 
delay may eventually turn out to be benefi
cial. Our feasibility reports were submitted 
2 years ago, since when the Eureka Corp., 
key power users, has greatly increased its 

.. known tonnage of high-grade ore by means 
of continuous mining explorations. The po
tentially productive ore-bearing area has 
been extended a distance of over 1 mile to the 
northwest of the deep Fad shaft. 

A second shaft is now being sunk into the 
extended ore zone. The new ore exposed 
by core drilling is very rich and of higher 
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grade than that of the original discovery. 
The new ore-bearing horizon is not so deep 
below the surface, and mining there will 
not be troubled by excessive water as it is at 
the original discovery where the Fad shaft 
is located. 

A stronger new feasibility report could now 
be submitted than was possible 2 years ago. 
However, it should not be necessary to labor 
the point by continuously extolling the ad
vantages of Eureka. Results of the recent 
mining explorations confirm predictions 
made by mining engineers and geologists 
who have studied the region. Widespread ex
ploration and development of the entire area 
would certainly follow the introduction of 
lower priced electric power, yet such power 
need not be of low cost compared with rates 
in less remote areas. Hydroelectric and 
steam power costs will inevitably be high at 
Eureka, as we have so often stated, and as is 
confirmed by the recent report of the Fed
eral Power Commission. 

Of course, the AEC cannot publicize all of 
its plans for power development while they 
are being formulated, yet recent news shows 
that the Commission has been very active. 
The Wall Street Journal, March 10, 1954, 
states: 

"Atomic Energy Commissioner Henry 
Smyth disclosed four new reactors-all of 
unusual design-are to be constructed over 
the next 5 years. The AEC believes, he said, 
atomic power can be produced cheaply 
enough to be of general use. The new de
vices may help to settle the question, he 
added. 

"Smyth gave no estimates of the reactors' 
cost, nor did he indicate where they would be 
built." 

And again on March 16, 1954, states: 
"The first electric plant powered by atomic 

energy will be built and operated by Du
quesne Light Co., in Pittsburgh, the Atomic 
Energy Commission disclosed. Output will 
go into the company's power system and be 
marketed to its customers. Construction of 
the plant is expected to take about 2 years." 

These proposed power reactors seems to 
be in addition to the 60,000-kilowatt reactor 
the Commission announced a short time ago 
that it intends to construct, and for which 
initial funds bad been made available. No 
estimates of costs or decision as to sites have 
been made public. So the location of the 
60,000-kilowatt job apparently will be lim
ited either to the site of some one of the 
present vast nuclear installations or to a 
place selected by some one of the large power 
or chemical companies which have been co
operating with AEC on reactor studies. It 
would seem that no small private company, 
especially one in a remote semidesert area 
such as the Eureka district, can bope to co
operat e effectively in the design of a reac
tor. Dr. Halstad's letter to the Eureka Corp. 
indicat es that such cooperation may be nec
essary, and is currently subject to agreement 
before planning will be undertaken. 

Amendments to the atomic-energy law are 
forthcoming soon and they will give the AEC 
greater freedom in its operations and permit 
the offering of more att ractive terms to pri
vat e industry. We hope then that AEC, with 
its outstanding leadership and technicians, 
who have done such a phenomenal job in 
weapon s, will soon be able to use its skills to 
help d evelop our vast dorm ant resources in 
wat er, land, and minera ls. 

Very truly yours, 
ALFRED MERRITr SMITH, 

Chairman. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the R ECORD at this point in my remarks 
anoth er message from Alfred Merritt 
Smith to the members of the Atomic 
Power Utilization Committee of Nevada. 
together with attached letters. 

There being no objection, the message 
and letters were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

ATOMIC POWER UTILIZATION COMMITTEE, 
Reno, N ev., June 21, 1954. 

DEAR MEMBER: The Wall Street Journal of 
May 11, 1951, reports that a new bill now 
before Congress to license private industry 
is considered "confusing, vague, and perhaps 
even unworkable" by expert witnesses. 
Spokesmen for Dow Chemical-Detroit Edi
son and Associates atomic-power develop
ment project--also said the bill would re
quire Congress to approve any license to a 
private company, and would give Congress 
responsibility for approving sale and use of 
fissionable materials that are the lifeblood 
of the industry. 

Walter Cisler, president of Detroit-Edison, 
declared "the potential complications are be
yond imagination," although he praised the 
bill for some steps it would take toward 
encouraging private atomic enterprise. It 
would, for example, allow normal patent 
rights to atomic operators. It would per
mit mining prospectors to benefit from their 
discoveries. It would make it possible for 
private industry to own atomic-power plants. 
However, Paul W. McQuillan, the legal head 
of Dow-Detroit, said, "The lifeblood of the 
industry, the special material without which 
it would be a dead shell, is kept in the owner
ship of the United States." Any private 
operator would have to get at least nine 
licenses from the Government, and the AEC 
has power "to amend, revise, or revoke and 
annul any license for almost any reason." 
Such restrictions and also confusion in the 
official nuclear development ranks have 
caused us to drop behind. 

A staff reporter for the Wall Street Journal 
at Harwell, England, quotes an official of 
Britain's Department of Atomic Energy as 
saying: "We think we've got the jump on 
America in building atomic powerplants 
and exporting radioactive atomic chemical!l, 
and we equal the United States in building 
sensitive atomic measuring machines." _ 

Bolst ering these statements is an atomic
powered generating plant Britain is build
ing at Calder Hall that they expect will be 
producing electricity a year ahead of the 
United States. Two thousand men are em
ployed on the job. They point to worldwide 
sales of radioactive materials and nuclear 
mechanisms that have exceeded such United 
States exports for 7 years. Last year Britain 
exported 4,315 units of radioisotopes, Amer
ica only 713, states Bill Eastwood, isotope 
expert, who says fast delivery, absence of 
redtape, and lower prices are major factors 
in Britain's supremacy. The British firm of 
E- K. Cole, Ltd_, has just sold $40,000 worth 
of atomic measuring machines to the Car
borundum Co. at Niagara Falls, beating out 
American competition. 

Britain's $8 million electricity station will 
be Government owned but will sell power to 
the public. It will have 2 reactors simi
lar in type to the one in the U. S- submarine 
Nautilus, but each will be 5 stories high. It 
is planned to be in operation in 1956, a year 
sooner than Duquesne's plant at Pittsburgh. 

About 300 miles north of Calder Hall, a 
second atomic powerplant site is being 
staked out for a $45 million breeder reactor 
powerplant. The reactor for this much 
more costly plant is to be housed in a 200-
foot-diameter steel ball to protect surround
ing Scottish people. It is expected to go into 
operation in 1958, 2 years later than the 
Calder Hall plant. The two are expected 
to supply heat enough to generate 100,000 
kilowatts. If Britain's nationalized elec
tricity industry is able to burn uranium in
stead of its diminishing coal reserves, a 
single pound- of U-235 will release energy 
equal to about 2 million pounds of coal. 
The electricity will cost more than con
ventional power at first, but with great er 
efficiency and use the price will come down. 

The first power reactor for United States 
industry will be built not in Nevada, as we 
had hoped, but near Pittsburgh, Pa. Even 
with a greater power market in north-cen
tral Nevada than we have shown, we could 
not possibly equal the Duquesne Light Co.'s 
offer of $5 million on costs, plus payment for 
the generated steam. Duquesne also agreed 
to furnish a free site for the entire project 
and to operate the entire plant and pay all 
labor costs. 

However, we hope AEC and the Govern
ment will soon consider such power for use 
by our underdeveloped areas and mines in 
remote localities. Just as Uncle Sam has 
done much public good by building atomic 
materials, few plants are likely to be built 
by private enterprise. It seems to me that 
nothing could be more desirable than to 
divert for peacetime power for smaller proj
ects a much larger part of the billions of 
dollars we have poured into the atomic 
weapons fund. It may be that Duquesne 
Co. will light the way, but AEC, with its 
vast public resources, if released by Con
gress, can create useful reactors for small 
projects and build them in power-hungry 
areas. 

The following letter to Senator MALoNE 
and an AEC news release dated March 14, 
should be of interest to our members. 

UNITED STATES ATOMIC 
ENERGY COMMISSION, 

Washington, D. C. March 22. 1954. 
Han. GEORGE W- MALONE, 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR MALONE: In view of the in

terest you have expressed in the pressurized 
water reactor project, I wanted to be sure 
you were informed of the Commission's ac
tion in selecting a participant. 

Nine major proposals were received ln re· 
sponse to the Commission's invitation for 
participation in the project. After evalua
ton of these proposals, the one submitted 
by the Duquesne Light Co., Pittsburgh, Pa., 
was selected as the most favorable to the 
Government. A copy of the Commission's 
release announcing the selection and sum
marizing the Duquesne proposal is attached. 

We are advising those who submitted the 
other proposals that, as indicated in the last 
paragraph of the press release, there will be 
other opportunities to participate in the 
Commission's reactor research and develop
ment activities. 

Your interest in the Commission's pro· 
gram is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
K- D. NICHOLS, 

General Manager. 

AEC AND DuQUESNE LIGHT Co. To NEGOTIATE 
ON ATOMIC POWERPLANT 

Lewis L. Strauss, Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, announced today that 
a proposal submitted for participation by 
the Duquesne Light Co. of Pittsburgh, Pa., 
in the construction and operation of the 
Nation's first full-scale central station nu
clear powerplant is the most favorable to 
the Government and that the AEC is ne
gotiating a formal agreement with the 
company. The Duquesne Co. submitted 1 of 
9 major proposals to the Commission. 

Under the Duquesne proposal the com
pany would-

1. Furnish a site for the entire project 
and build and operate a new electric gen
erating plant at no cost to the Government. 

2. Operate the reactor part of the plant 
and bear the labor costs thus entailed. 

3. Assume $5 million of the cost of re
search, development, and const ruct ion of the 
reactor portion of the plan t . 

4. Pay the Commission at the rat e of 48-3 
cents per million British thermal units of 
steam used in the turbines for the first year; 
the rat e in creasing annually unt il it reaches 
60.3 cents in t h e fifth year. 
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5. Waive any reimbursement by the Gov
ernment of costs incident to termination of 
the contract. 

The chairman estimated that, including 
revenues from the sale of steam generated by 
the reactor, the company's proposal would 
reduce by an estimated $30 million the ex
penditures the Government would have to 
make during the period of construction and 
5 years of operations if it undertook the 
full cost of the project. 

The proposed plant site is on land pres
ently owned by the company in the greater 
Pittsburgh area. The reactor design will in
corporate safety features developed thro~gh 
10 years of experience with reactor operatiOn. 

The Westinghouse Electric Corp. has a 
contract with AEC to develop, design, and 
construct the reactor portion of the plant. 
The reactor is expected to generate sufficient 
heat to produce a minimum of 60,000 kilo
watts of salable electricity in addition to 
meeting the electricity requirements of the 
plant itself. The actual capacity of the re
actor may turn out to be somewhat greater 
than the minimum of 60,000 kilowatts design 
and foreseeing this possibility the company 
would design its generating plant with some 
reserve capacity. 

It is not expected that this first plant will 
produce electric power at costs competitive 
with power from conventional fuels. The 
project has been undertaken, in order to 
gain more design and technological expe
rience than could be obtained otherwise, 
such as from a smaller plant, and to provide 
firm cost estimates for the future. 

This type of reactor, known as the pres
surized water reactor (PWR), will be cooled 
and moderated by ordinary water under pres
sure. The fuel will be slightly enriched 
uranium; that is, it will have a slightly 
greater concentration of uranium 235 than 
occurs in nature. This type of reactor was 
selected because research and development 
on it was more advanced than on other types. 
Several early reactors were water cooled, and 
this technology also was advanced to a very 
great extent by the work of Westinghouse 
on the submarine thermal reactor developed 
to power the submarine Nautilus and on 
the large naval vessel reactor project. 

The Duqu~sne Light Co. supplies electric 
power to the greater Pittsburgh district, one 
of the world's largest industrial centers. 
Since last October the company has engaged 
in nuclear power reactor studies under the 
AEC's industrial participation program. Pre
ceding its entry into this study the com
pany arranged to have some 40 of its en
gineers attend a special course on atomic 
energy at the Carnegie Institute of Tech
nology . . 

In announcing the negotitions with Du
quesne for participation in the PWR proj
ect, Mr. Strauss pointed out that this proj
ect represents only one of several approaches 
to the development of technology and equip
ment for economical electric power produc
tion from atomic reactors. He called at
tention to the announcement by Dr. Henry 
D. Smyth, member of the Commission, in an 
address March 9 to the American Institute 
of Chemical Engineers, of other approaches 
which the Commission has concluded should 
be undertaken, including breeder, boiling 
water, homogeneous, and sodium-graphite 
reactor projects. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be printed 
in the RECORD at this point in my re
marks pages 1, 2, 3, and 4, down to the 
middle of the page, but not including 
the table, which has already been made 
a part of the RECORD, of the Market 
Study, High Cost Power Areas, Nevada, 
Federal Power Commission, Bureau of 

Power, San Francisco Regional Office, 
May 1953. 

There being no objection, the indi
cated pages of the study were ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
MARKET STUDY, HIGH-COST POWER AREAS

NEVADA 

A. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

1. Introduction 
This report is one of a series of studies 

which were made at the request of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. Its purpose is to deter
mine whether it would be possible to market 
the output of an electric generating plant 
in the region west of the Continental Divide. 
Two criteria were used for guidance in select
ing the area: One, that the cost of power 
from present and potential sources is in ex
cess of 10 mills per kilowatt-hour; and two, 
that potential loads totaling 15,000 w 30,-
000 kilowatts are available at rates which will 
be sufficient t o pay production costs averag
ing between 10 and 17 mills. 

The procedure followed consisted of re
viewing generating costs in the region, and 
then selecting the area in which power costs 
and growth would best meet these criteria. 
The area encompassing northeastern Nevada 
was selected, for the following reasons: 

(a) Electric rates there are higher than in 
any other area of comparable size in the 
eight Western States. 

(b) Potentialities exist for the develop
ment of electric loads of 15,000 to 30,000 
kilowatts. 

Within the northeastern Nevada area, the 
specific area centering in Eureka, including 
the towns of Ely, Elko, Carlin, and Austin 
was selected for intensive study. The 1955 
and 1960 power requirements of each po
tential customer in this selected area were 
estimated; the cost of power to these custom
ers from existing or prospective sources was 
determined; and, based on these power costs 
the maximum rate at the bus bar of the 
proposed project was computed for each 
potential load. The loads that could be 
served at various assumed bus bar rates were 
then summarized. 

2. Summary of findings 
1. The potential 1960 loads of the Ely

Elko-Carlin-Austin area were estimated at 
31,108 kilowatts, including 7,930 kilowatts 
for utilities, 19,300 kilowatts for mining 
loads, and 3,878 kilowatts for agricultural 
loads. 

2. The foregoing estimates do not include 
any part of the power requirements of the 
Kennecott Copper Corporation's large mine 
and smelter near Ely. This industry oper
ates its own steam-electric plant and its in
cremental fuel cost is estimated at 3.5 mills 
per kilowatt-hour-well below the assumed 
total cost of power from a nuclear-type 
plant. Should the incremental cost of the 
nuclear plant prove to be less than 3.5 mills 
per kilowatt-hour, off-peak energy may be 
sold to Kennecott as fuel replacement. 

3. Current production costs of potential 
customers for firm power range from about 
17 mills to 35 mills per kilowatt-hour. Esti
mates indicate that, assuming a 30,000-kilo
watt load, power at 60 percent load factor 
could be delivered to Eureka from contigu
ous areas at a cost of about 10 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. However, since the total 
amount of load available in the area at 10 
mills is less than 30,000 kilowatts, and is 
quite scattered, the cost of energy from out
side sources will be somewhat higher. 

4. Rates at the bus bar of the proposed 
project were assumed to range from 5 to 20 
mills per kilowatt-hour at the system load 
factor. After adding transmission costs 
between the project and the potential cus
tomer, and comparing the resulting total cost 
with the cost of an alternative supply, the 
probable magnitudes of the 1960 potential 

loads obtainable are estimated to be as 
follows: 

1960 potential loads obtainable at various 
assumed selling prices 

Assumed bus-bar 
rate (mills per Load 
kilowatt-hour) (Kilowatts) 

5--------------~-----~---------- 30,600 
10------------------------------- 29,000 15 ______________________________ _ 23 , 900 
17 _______________________________ 9,500 

19------------------------------- 0 

5. Assuming that power were sold in Eureka 
at 15 mills per kilowatt-hour, the following 
1960 loads may be obtained: 

1960 estimate 
Customer groups 

Peak 

K ilou·atts 
Utilities_______________ ________ ____ 3, 215 
Major industries_ _________________ 16, 500 
Miscellaneous mines and farms____ 4, 141 

Energy 

Million 
kilowatt

hours 
11.9 

114.1 
9.5 

TotaL---------~------------ t 23,856 135.5 

1 Rounded to 23, 900. 

6. The estimates shown in finding No. 5 
for utilities and miscellaneous mining and 
farm loads are believed to be reasonably 
firm, assuming that the transmission sys
tem is financed and constructed in accord
ance with the assumptions made. However, 
service to the Ely Light & Power Co. would be 
competitive. 

7. The 1960 load of the major industries 
consists of the Eureka Corp., Ltd., zinc-lead 
operations (14,500 kilowatts, of which about 
75 percent is for pumping), the Simplot Iron 
Mine (1,000 kilowatts), and the Goldacres 
Mine and Mill (1,000 kilowatts for mining 
gold and processing cyanide) . The first two 
are not operating at present. If the Eureka 
Corp. should succeed in sealing of! the :flow 
of water into the mine, its 1960 load may 
be reduced to between 3,000 and 7,000 kilo
watts. If it is not successful, the pumping 
load requirements may exceed the amount 
estimated in this report. The composition 
of the ore from the Simplot mine is such 
that it appears to be presently unsuitable 
for use by United States steel industry. 
Its operation therefore may be dependent 
on foreign markets. 

8. Because of the uncertainties as to cost 
of power from a nuclear powerplant, and the 
unresolved problems of the largest potential 
customer (Eureka Corp.), definite assurance 
of a 15,000- to 30,000-kilowatt load for the 
proposed project cannot be given at this 
time. 

B. SELECTION OF MARKET AREA 

The purpose of this study was to deter
mine whether a nuclear powerpla.nt could 
be employed advantageously in any part of 
the area served by the San Francisco regional 
office of the Federal Power Commission. The 
criteria used were: (1) High power costs 
at present, and (2) a potential 1955 to 1960 
load of 15,000 to 30,000 kilowatts. 

In the eight western States covered by the 
San Francisco regional office there are very 
few areas that are not near either large 
sources of reasonably priced hydro power, or 
relatively cheap fuel, or both. For example, 
all parts of the States of Washington, Ore
gon, Idaho, and Montana are served by sys
tems which obtain their power primarily 
from the hydroelectric plants located 
throughout these States. Rates range from 
moderately high down to the lowest in the 
country. California has available large 
amounts of hydro power and relatively cheap 
oil and natural gas. Electric rates are mod
erate. Arizona, except for the sparsely popu-
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lated area in the extreme northern part of 
the State, is served from hydroelectric devel
opments on the Colorado and other rivers of 
the State and by steam-electric plants fueled 
primarily with low cost natural gas from 
Texas and New Mexico. The metropolitan 
centers of Utah (with reasonable electric 
rates) are supplied from hydro plants and 
from fuel-electric plants using as the prin
cipal fuel, coal from the vast deposits of that 
State. The southern part of Nevada is served 
from the Federal hydro developments on the 
Colorado River and rates are low. Western 
Nevada is served from systems which obtain 
a large part of their supply from California 
hydro plants, consequently rates are not ex
tremely high. 

The following tabulation shows by load 
areas throughout the eight western States 
the average revenues, in cents per kilowatt
hour, received by the major electric utilities 
in 1950 from sales to ultimate consumers. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I close 
by saying that I am fully aware of de
bate going on to develop such energy. 

The debate also refers to the public 
power versus private power question. I 
have not entered into the debate. I 
think it is relatively unimportant. 

The important thing is that the work 
be carried forward, that the 60,00()- kilo
watt powerplant be constructed, that 
it be constructed as now contemplated 
by a private company in conjunction 
with the Government, that the work 
undertaken by the Government in this 
connection with the atomic-energy plant 
be carried through until such time as 
the project is proven to be feasible, and 
that private interests throughout the 
country, may then enter into ~he con
struction of such projects to the point 
that the Government need no longer 
enter into this particular work. 

URANIUM POWER-SENATE RESOLUTION 143 

Mr. President, at this time I quote 
from a report which has just been com
pleted, pursuant to Senate Resolution 
143, by the Minerals, Materials, and Fuels 
Economic Subcommittee, of which I am 
chairman, of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

The report was submitted to the Sen
ate on July 9, 1954, by order of the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

The report contained 12 recommenda
tions. The eighth recommendation is as 
follows: 

8. We recommend that goals for produc
tion of uranium for fuel be made adequate 
to meet both military and civilian require
ments. 

Mr. President, that is a positive recom
mendation. We need not depend on the 
Belgian Congo or on any other area 
across a major ocean, from which it will 
be impossible to secure such supplies in 
time of war. 

I read further from our recommenda
tion No.8: 

Hemisphere self-sufficiency in uranium 
for fuels can be attained. A liberal long
range market price must be maintained as 
long as Government control is necessary 
for security. A tremendous civilian poten
tial use of uranium is assured based on 
nuclear power for industry. 

A GREAT INDUSTRY IN THE OFFING 

Mr. President, I believe that one of 
the greatest industries in America will 
come from the splitting of the atom. I 

believe that the civilian use of the re
sulting commercial power will far sur
pass, in terms of the quantity or amount 
of material used, the use of such mate
rial for war preparation or even in war. 

THIS NATION SELF-SUFFICIENT IN URANIUM 

Mr. President, just assume for a mo
ment that we had a civilian industry 
that was using the amount of this fuel 
annually that would be necessary to pre
pare for war. 

In that event the material would no 
longer be on the critical list. 

In my considered opinion there is no 
question, since uranium has now been 
found in seven of our States, that we 
are assured an adequate domestic supply. 
Originally, uranium was known to exist 
in Utah and Colorado. In 1944, there 
was published on industrial report pre
pared by the junior Senator from Ne
vada, on 11 Western States. In con
nection with the report, we reported on 
the unranium area in Colorado and 
Utah; we devoted several pages of the 
report to a discussion of the supply of 
uranium in those two States. 

Now uranium has been found in seven 
of our States, and it will be found in 
many more States. The question is 
simply that of keeping it profitable to 
find uranium. 

I foresee a time when we shall have 
in the United States, Canada, Mexico, 
and adjacent countries, more uranium 
fuel than we could possibly use; and the 
same applies to every one of the 77 criti
cal and strategic materials and min
erals on the list with reference to the 
Western Hemisphere. 

Mr. President, I wish to close by say
ing that I believe that the step the 
Atomic Energy Commission has recom
mended, and that our Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy is furthering, is a 
forward step. I am depending upon 
the committee, in which I have every 
confidence for the accuracy and com
pleteness of the material submitted with 
the bill. I will vote for its passage. 

THE DROUGHT SITUATION IN TEXAS 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, will the Senator from North Da
kota yield to me at this time, with the 
understanding that in doing so he will 
not lose the floor? 

Mr. LANGER. Yes, I yield, if I may 
obtain unanimous consent to do so with 
that understanding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, Texas farm crops are burning up 
as a result of the combination of too 
much sun and not enough rain. In 
many parts of the State, the tempera
ture has risen above 100 degrees for 10 
or more consecutive days. Some areas 
have not had adequate rainfall within 
the last several years. 

Corn is about gone in large areas of 
central and east Texas. 

Pastures are rapidly passing the point 
of no return. 

Milk production in the dry areas is 
declining. 

Beef cattle producers in some sections 
are faced with the threat of having to 
sacrifice their foundation herds-which 
certainly would represent flagrant eco
nomic waste. 

The small-grain harvest, almost com
pleted in central Texas, resulted in yields 
far below normal. 

Mr. President, the brutal truth is that 
the drought has never been broken in 
some parts of Texas. Conditions are 
worse today in these areas than they 
were last year or 2 years ago. 

Today is the cutoff date for the na
tional drought-relief protein-feed pro
gram, under which farmers and cattle
men have been receiving some assistance. 
The need for extending this program, or 
for devising a special aid program, for 
the stricken areas is great and imme
diate. 

Mr. President, I have today sent mes
sages to the President of the United 
States and to the Secretary of Agricul
ture to urge that this need be met with
out delay. These farmers and cattle
men, struggling against heavy odds to 
stay in the all-important business of pro
ducing food and fibers, deserve to receive 
a helping hand in their time of need. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD my letters on this very impor
tant subject, addressed by me to the 
President of the United States and to 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JULY 15, 1954. 
The PRESIDENT, 

The White House, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I regret to report 
that in some sections of Texas drought con
ditions are the worst they have ever been. 
Pastures have dried up and small-grain har
vest has resulted in yields far below normal. 
Dairy production in the affected area~-com
prising especially some 25 counties in central 
Texas, but not confined to them-is rapidly 
declining. Beef-cattle producers are faced 
with the threat of having to sacrifice their 
foundation herds. 

The national drought-relief protein-feed 
program, under which farmers and cattle
men have been receiving some a~sistance, ex
pires as of this date. I respectfully urge the 
necessity either of extending this program 
or of devising a special program of assistance 
for the stricken areas. 

Won't you please ask for an early report 
on this and see if a decision can be reached. 

Sincerely, 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 

JULY 15, 1954. 
The Honorable EZRA TAFT BENSON, 

Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: As your Depart .. 
ment has been informed by the Governor ot 
Texas and the State agriculture commis
sioner, important areas of Texas are suffering 
severely from the continuing drought. Dairy 
production in the affected areas is declining 
rapidly. Beef cattle producers are faced with 
the threat of having to sacrifice their founda
tion herds. 

Expiration as of this date of the national 
drought relief protein feed program leaves 
the drought-stricken areas without hope of 
assistance. I urge upon you in the strongest 
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terms the wisdom and necessity either of ex
tending the program or o! devising a special 
program o! assistance. 

Won't you please ask for an early report on 
this and see i! a decision can be reached. 
You will have my fullest cooperation toward 
that end. 

Sincerely, 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I thank the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota for his courtesy and 
graciousness. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, it is 
always a pleasure to yield to the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Texas. 

AID TO SOCIAL-SECURITY BENEFI
CIARIES COMPELLED TO SEEK 
ASSISTANCE UNDER STATE WEL
FARE PROGRAMS 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from North Dakota yield to me? 
Mr. LANGER. I am glad to yield to 

the Senator from Louisiana, provided 
that I may obtain unanimous consent to 
do so without losing my right to the 
tloor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Chair correctly understand that the Sen
ator from North Dakota is requesting 
unanimous consent to yield approxi
mately 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Louisiana, provided that in yielding for 
that purpose, he will not lose the floor? 

Mr. LANGER. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself and Senators SMATHERS, MA
LONE, and KucHEL, I have submitted an 
amendment to benefit those persons 
whose social security protection is so 
inadequate that they are compelled to 
seek public assistance under State wel
fare programs. Briefly stated, the pur
pose of my amendment is to provide that 
those aged persons, as well as the blind 
and totally disabled, who are receiving 
public welfare assistance, will not have 
their assistance payments reduced by 
virtue of the modest increases in social 
security payments, resulting from the 
administration's social security bill. 

To illustrate the problem, let me de
scribe the situation in the State of 
Louisiana. There the majority of per
sons insured by social security have been 
receiving the minimum amount provided 
by law for old-age and survivors insur
ance payments. 

Let us assume that a needy retired 
person 65 years old was receiving the 
$10 minimum social security payment 
for years prior to September 1950. Dur
ing the years 19~8 through 1950, that 
same person was in need of public as
sistance, although his income from social 
security made his need $10 less than 
that of a needy person who had no in
come whatever. 

The public assistance portion of the 
social security legislation required that 
any public welfare plan should take 
into consideration all income of a citizen, 
from whatever source derived. 

For this reason, a needy aged person 
with $10 income from old age insurance 
would have had his $50 old age assistance 

payment reduced by $10. The only dif
ference between his income and that of a 
person who had no social security insur
ance was that he received his income in 
two checks, while the other needy person 
received his $50 in one check. 

From the point of view of a man who 
had made payments to the social-secu
rity fund, this was a cruel paradox. He 
was exactly as well off as he would have 
been if he had not contributed to the 
fund at all. 

In 1950, Congress increased the mini
mum social-security payment for the 
aged and blind to $20. When the Loui
siana Department of Welfare found that 
the income of a retired worker had been 
increased by $10 from social-security 
sources, the department of public wel
fare immediately reduced the man's pub
lic assistance check from $40 to $30. 

Again, the aged person who had con
tributed to the social-security fund 
found himself in no better position than 
the needy person who had not contrib
uted at all. 

The same result occurred in 1!>52, 
when the minimum benefit was raised 
from $20 to $25. Thus, we find that 
while the average recipient has had his 
old-age-insurance payments doubled, 
the less fortunate of these recipients 
have had no improvement in their situa
tion. This is an odd situation-where 
the Federal Government has under
taken to increase payments to those cov
ered by social security, with the result 
that those who have benefited the least 
have been those who needed the assist
ance most. 

I am not unmindful of the fact that 
in 1952 Congress increased the match
ing for public assistance, in the effort to 
raise old-age assistance to $55 with Fed
eral matching. Nevertheless, the basic 
injustice remains, and a needy person . 
who has contributed to social security 
receives no reward under existing legis
lation. He will not receive any mean
ingful recognition of his contribution to 
the social-security fund, under the ad
ministration's proposal as it presently 
stands. 

It is for that reason that I have been 
joined by one of my Democratic col
leagues and two Republicans in a bi
partisan effort to eliminate the defect of 
the law which would prevent needy 
persons from being benefited as a re
sult of the proposed $6 average increase 
in social-security payments. 

If we are going to increase social
security benefits, why take the portion 
of benefits which would aid the needy 
and use it to reduce the burdens of ex
penses of State governments? If that 
is the purpose, it would be just as well to 
increase the matching formula for aid 
to State welfare plans. I have pending 
before the committee an amendment to 
increase Federal matching by $10 on the 
average pension. Thus far~ I have re
ceived little support for that amend
ment, and I have virtually no hope of 
securing favorable action on it at this 
session. 

I am confident that Secretary Hobby 
and Assistant Secretary Rockefeller 
have every desire to make the admin
istration's social-security bill a model 

of farsighted and sympathetic under
standing of the needs of citizens. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
this situation is an oversight by those 
conscientious persons, who have had 
only 2 years' responsibility for public 
welfare legislation. I say this without 
partisan feeling. Democrats, too, have 
made their share of mistakes in grop
ing for the answer to our public welfare 
and social-security problems. In fact, 
a Democratic administration twice made 
the very same error. 

The philosophy of my amendment is 
evidenced elsewhere in the administra
tion's social-security bill. For example, 
the standards and conditions under 
which a person can draw old-age as
sistance payments and continue to work 
have be:m liberalized considerably. It 
will, in fact , be possible for an individual 
to earn as much as $1,880 a year with
out losing even 1 month's benefits. 

Surely those who have recommended 
such liberal provisions for the relatively 
mJre fortunate would not want to in
sist upon Scrooge-like penury in deal
ing with the needy. I feel certain that 
the adoption of the amendment pro
posed by me and the three other Sena
tors would be an important improve
ment in the administration's bill. It 
would be an accomplishment in which 
both part·es could take considerable 
pride. 

ACTIVITIES OF SENATE SMALL 
BUSINESS COMMITTEE IN CON
NECTION WITH ATOMIC ENERGY 
QUESTIONS 
During Mr. LANGER's speech. 
Mr. THYE. Mr. President-
Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from North Dakota yield 
to me? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield first to the Sen
ator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE], with 
the understanding that I shall not lose 
the floor. 

Mr. THYE. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota for yielding 
to me. I wish to lay before the Senate 
a report concerning the activities of the 
Small Business Committee in connection 
with the atomic energy question. 

As chairman of the Senate Small Busi
ness Committee, I have been concerned 
within the past month with eight tele
grams and letters I have received from 
certain rural electric cooperatives on 
the subject of amendments to the Atomic 
Energy Act. These amendments are 
currently under discussion on the Senate 
floor in the form of S. 3690. 

The communications I have received 
have been concerned primarily with 
those provisions in the present bill which 
deal with the compulsory license provi
sions as contained in section 152 of S. 
3690. It is the contention of the co-ops 
that the bill does not contain sufficiently 
stringent provisions which will prevent 
private utilities from gaining a monop
oly in the all-important field of develop
ment of nuclear power. 

I want to make clear that both as an 
individual Senator and as chairman of 
the Senate Small Business Committee, I 
will continue to fight against any form of 
monopoly which would serve to weaken 
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our free enterprise economy. I also feel 
compelled to add that as one who has 
spent his entire life fighting for a healthy 
and st rong agricultural economy in this 
country, I am fully aware of the future 
potential which the production of nu
clear power holds for the rural areas of 
the Nation. 

During the past few weeks I have 
personally studied carefully all the in
formation I have been able to receive on 
the subject of atomic energy. The staff 
of the Small Business Committee has 
also been working on this matter for 
the past 3 or 4 weeks. I have kept in 
constant touch with the staff to keep 
abreast of their activities. I have read 
the proposed bill, and I have gone over 
t he report of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy which was issued on July 
12, 1954. 

In considering whether the Small 
Business Committee should hold hear
ings on the amendments to the atomic 
energy bill, it had to be determined that 
such hearings would be in the best in
terests of all parties concerned. 

In the course of our study, we found 
that section 15 (b) of the g,tomic energy 
bill and section 201 of S. 3690 contained 
the following language: 

All bills, resolutions, and other matters in 
the Senate or the House· of Representatives 
relating primarily to the Commission or to 
the development, use, or control of atomic 
energy shall be referred to the joint com
mittee. 

That immediately raised the question 
of the jurisdiction of our committee. A 
study of this point reveals that it was 
the clear thinking of both Houses of 
Congress that the subject of atomic en
ergy was of such great importance to 
the American people that it demanded 
the appointment of a joint congressional 
committee which would devote all of its 
time and energies to this subject. There 
has been no dispute as to the soundness 
of that decision. The Senate has nine 
members on the joint committee chosen 
from both political parties. The non
partisan character of the work of the 
joint committee has impressed me on 
many occasions. The work of the com
mittee and its staff has always been of 
the highest caliber and has earned the 
deep respect not only of the Congress 
but of the American people. 

When I read the law quoted above, I 
immediately instructed the staff of our 
commit tee to contact the staff of the 
joint committee in an effort to accom
plish the following: 

First. To determ:i.ne if all parties in
terested in the amendments to the atomic 
energy bill had been given an oppor
tunity to appear before the committee 
to present their views. 

Second. To relate to the joint com
mittee the nature of the complaints we 
h ad received. 

Third. To determine if the same sub
jects had been discussed in hearings held 
by the joint committee. 

Fourth. To determine whether care
ful study had been given to these com
plaints. 

The staff of our committee has re
ported to me as follows in line with my 
instructions: 

First. The parties who have written 
to this committee were represented be
fore the joint committee and testified 
on S. 3690. 

Second. The Small Business Commit
tee st aff did relate to the joint commit
t ee t he nature of the complaints we had 
received. 

Third. These same complaints were 
registered with the joint committee. 

Fourth. A most careful study was 
given to these complaints by the joint 
committee. 

In line with point 4 above, I call your 
attention to the fact that the subject of 
compulsory licensing was one of the 
most controversial subjects taken up by 
the joint committee. That is evidenced 
by the minority report s presented in the 
joint committee report, No. 1699. One 
minority report took the position that 
there should be no compulsory licensing 
provisions contained in the bill. Com
pulsory licensing was at tacked as being 
unconstitut ional, unnecessary; danger
ous, and in conflict with current patent 
laws and procedures. 

The other minority report stated that 
the bill did not go far enough in pro
viding for compulsory licensing and that 
the bill placed too many requirements 
for obt9j ning such a license. 

It is interesting to note that no Sen
ator of either party wrote a minority 
report on . any subject contained in the 
bill. In other words, the nine most ca
pable Senators whom we have desig
nated to represent the Senate of the 
United States on the joint committee 
are recommending that we adopt the 
provisions as writ ten in S. 3690. That 
does not mean that we are obligated in 
any way to accept these provisions. The 
floor debate on this bill has already 
demonstrated that there ~,re certainly 
many questions which must be explored 
and debated on the Senate floor. How
ever, the fact that compulsory licensing 
was a major topic of discussion within 
the joint committee, the fact that both 
extremes on this subject are ably set 
forth in the report, and the fact that 
none of the Members of the Senate on 
the joint committee filed a minority re
port must weigh heavily when you con
sider whether or not another committee 
of the Senate should open public hear
ings on the same subject matter. 

The reason I am making this explana
tion, as chairman of the Committee on 
Small Business, is that some Members of 
the Senate have expressed the hope that 
the Small Business Committee would 
hold hearings on this question. I am 
stating why at the present time I, as 
chairman, do not believe it to be advisa
ble for the Small Business Committee to 
proceed with hearings. I feel that the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy has 
gone into the question very fully and very 
thoroughly. 

Should another committee of the Sen
ate hold hearings on these provisions, it 
is logical to assume that the same parties 
would appear and the same arguments 
would be advanced. The question of 
needless duplication of effort immedi
ately comes to mind. 

It would appear that the joint com
mittee in reporting outS. 3690 took into 
consideration all of the arguments pro
posed and have come to us with a care
fully thought out compromise. 

I also feel impelled to add that the 
staff of the Senate Small Business Com
mit tee has also contacted the REA con
cerning this matter. We have been as
sured that REA, under the direction of 
Ancher Nelsen, has already t aken meas-

. ures that will insure that the agency will 
be kept abreast of all developments in 
the nuclear power field and will be in a 
position to work with the Atomic Energy 
Commission in those matters which will 
be of future benefit to the rural electric 
cooperatives of this Nation. 

Returning to the subject of compulsory 
licensing, it must also be realized that 
there are many businessmen represented 
by our committee in the Senate who are 
opposed to such a provision. We have 
a situation where the same arguments 
at both ext remes of this subject would 
present themselves just as they did be
fore the joint committee. 

I strongly believe that the field of 
nuclear power development must be 
closely watched by all Members of the 
Senat e, and every effort must be made 
by the Congress, by the Department of 
Justice, by the Atomic Energy Commis
sion, and by the Federal Trade Commis
sion that the small-business concerns 
and the rural electric cooperatives and 
other parties in interest are not frozen 
out by anyone who has monopolistic de
signs on this development. 

In line with that thinking, I can 
assure you that as long as I am chair
man of the Small Business Committee 
and as long as I am a Member of the 
United States Senate, I will do all that 
is in my power to insure to future gen
erations the fullest development of 
atomic energy for peacetime use, free · 
from the encroachments of monopoly. 
I have, therefore, instructed the staff of 
the Senate Small Business Committee 
to make the subject of atomic energy 
a continuous part of the work of this 
committee. We have been assured the 
fullest cooperation from the joint com
mittee, the Atomic Energy Commission, 
the REA, the Justice Department, and 
the Federal Trade Commission. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota for yielding to me 
at this time, because I have released my 
statement to the press, and I was eager 
to make it on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. LANGER. The distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota has made an 
excellent report on the present situa
tion, particularly as it refers to small 
business. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota yield to 
me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from North Da
kota has been extremely generous witi1 
his time. He has yielded to Members 
on both sides of the aisle. He has shown 
great courtesy to Members of the Sen
ate. Certainly I have no desire to object 
to the request of the Senator from 
Tennessee, if his request is to make a 
speech for a limited period of time, per
haps 5 or 10 minutes. However, it 
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should be noted that it is contrary to 
the rules of the Senate, as I am sure 
the Senator knows, for a Senator to yield 
to another Senator who must leave the 
Chamber except for an insertion in the 
RECORD or a brief statement. Of course, 
we have not applied the rule strictly in 
that regard, and I do not wish to object 
or ask for a strict application of the 
rule at this time. I think, however, that 
in fairness to every Senator, unless the 
request is for a limited period of time, 
it should not be made. The distin
guished Senator from North Dakota has 
a speech which he would like to com
plete. I hope there will be some under
standing as to the amount of time the 
Senator from Tennessee desires. 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from 
Tennessee will be the last Senator to 
whom I shall yield today until I have 
finished my speech. Of course, I am 
willing to yield to him if no objection is 
made. I understand that he has re
lea~ed his statement to the press. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I have no desire to 
prevent the Senator from Tennessee 
speaking at this time, but I should like 
to have some understanding with regard 
to the amount of time he desires. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I have not spoken 
on the pending business at all, and the 
S:;nator from North Dakota had prom
ised to yield to me before he yielded to 
several other Senators, and I have stood 
by while the Senator from North Dakota 
has yielded to the other Senators before 

. yielding to me, which of course was 
agreeable to· me. My speech will not be 
a- long -one; but I cannot say just how 

: long it will take, because I do not know 
what colloquy might be involved. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Can the Senator 
make an estimate? W'ill it take 10 min
utes or 15 minutes or 20 minutes? I 
should like to have some understanding 
on that point. If the speech is to take 
more than that length of time it would 
seem to me that the orderly procedure 
would be to let the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota complete his address 
first. It is contrary to the rule of the 
Senate to surrender, in effect, a preroga
tive of the Chair to a Senator. I do not 
believe that normally that is a good par
liamentary practice. 

I am sure if the Senator from Tennes
see would set some limit on the length of 
time he desires, and if before he com
pleted his speech he required more time, 
there would be no desire to object if he 
needed an additional 5 minutes, perhaps. 
I hope we can maintain the orderly pro
cedures of the Senate. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, as I un
derstand, the distinguished Senator 
from Tennessee has released his state
ment to the press. Therefore I yield the 
floor. 

REVISION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY 
ACT OF 1946 

The Senate resumed the considera
tion of the bill (S. 3690) to amend the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from North Dakota 
very much for his thoughtfulness and 
generosity. The Senator has been very 

generous by yielding without any limi
tation to other Senators, I believe to five 
Senators on the other side of the aisle 
and to three Senators on this side of the 
aisle. I shall not take long with my re
marks, but I do appreciate the Senator's 
thoughtfulness. 

I feel confident that none of the 82 
Congresses that have preceded this one 
was ever called upon to consider and 
enact a more important piece of legisla
tion than the atomic energy bill now 
before us. 

I am equally confident that no legisla
tion, even remotely comparable to this 
in its importance, was ever taken up in 
such an atmosphere of haste. 

There seems to be a determination 
somewhere-! do not know where or in 
whose bosom-to get this bill through 
the Congress before we know all there 
is to know about it. 

I appreciate the desire of many per
sons to wind up the legislative business 
as rapidly as possible and go home. But 
I am sure the country feels that this 
matter is much too important to be de
cided in a last minute burst of legislative 
energy. 

As time is measured, atomic energy is 
a new human problem. But it is a prob
lem so vital, so enormous in its conse
quences, that a flaw in our handling of 
it could well mean the end of human 
existence. 

Atomic energy is a force about which 
we must be able to formulate ·a basic 
philosophy. Unfortunately, because of 

. its highly technic~} nature, only a rela:

. tive batndful of -people can appreciate the 
magnitude of the problem before us. · 

Mr. President, we cannot approach 
this problem as if it were a resolution 
proclaiming National Honeysuckle Week, 
or an amendment to the tax bill. We 
are dealing here with the basic stuff of 
the universe. 

We are trying to answer a fundamen
tal question of philoso~hy by formlat
ing rules of administration for a Gov
ernment agency. 

I believe that if we persist in this ap
proach, we shall find ourselves, within 
a very few years, in a Gordian knot of 
cultural, scientific, and legal difficulties. 

In discussing this measure, I intend 
to confine myself to but one of its many 
aspects: The Atomic Energy Commission 
and its relations with plain, everyday, 
conventional, steam-generated electric
ity. 

I am sure that certain of my colleagues 
will, as others have already done, shed 
a great deal of light on other phases of 
this vital measure before us. 

Mr. President, I do not believe one has 
to be an expert in nuclear physics to 
see that the proposed Dixon-Yates con
tract is a bald perversion of authority 
Congress intended the Atomic Energy 
Commission to have. 

I do not mean to infer that the Con
gress in any way mistrusted the Atomic 
Energy Commission. The record will 
show it is a most favored agency. For 
the 1955 fiscal year, for instance, we ap
propriated more than $1 billion to carry 
on the work of the Commission. Later 
Congresses will most probably do like
wise. 

The fact is that Congress intended the 
Commission to do certain things under 
the authority granted it. And there 
were certain things that the Congress did 
not intend it to do. 

Under section 12 (b) of the Atomic 
Energy Act, as amended, Congress gave 
the Commission authority to enter into 
long-term contracts to purchase power 
for use in AEC installations. 

I think we would all agree that the 
Commission needs such authority to in
sure the proper functioning of its various 
plants and operations. 

But I do not believe that even by the 
most tortured logic can we twist and 
subvert the authority granted therein to 
cover the contractual monstrosity pre
sent€d in the Dixon-Yates proposal. 

Mr. President, I was very much inter
ested in the excellent address delivered 
by the junior Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS] in which he analyzed the 
legislative history of section 12 (b), 
pointing out that when the Atomic En
ergy Commission first needed additional 
power at its Paducah plant and also at 
its Portsmouth, Ohio, plant, it asked 
Congress for authority to enter into con
tracts to enable it to obtain power. The 
Commission was given general authority 
at that time to make contracts for se
curing _power. The legislative history is 
that the three places, Oak Ridge, Pa
ducah, and Portsmouth, were written 
into · section 12 (b) , which undoubtedly 
Ehows th.at the legislative intent was to 
enable the Commission to enter into 

.power contracts only at those specific 
places. It seems -to me that is a log
ical conclusion. It is one which any 
court in the land would follow. When 
certain places are named, without a 
clause providing that other locations are 
not excluded, it is meant to limit the 
Atomic Energy Commission to contracts 
at those specific places. That would be 
true even in the absence of legislative 
history. Where the legislative history 
shows there were 3 specific locations, 
the inevitable meaning is that the legis
lation intended that the Commission 
could enter into contracts only for power 
which would go directly to those 3 places. 

Mr. President, it is not fair to the 
Congress and it is not fair to the agen
cies involved to twist the legislative in
tent of Congress as expressed in section 
12 (b) of the Atomic Energy Act. 

As has been pointed out on this floor 
time and time again, nothing in the 
basic Atomic Energy Act gives AEC the 
remotest authority to purchase electric 
power for use of the 400,000 citizens of 
Memphis, Tenn., and the people in that 
area. 

If the proposal had no other fault
actually, it is riddled stem to stern with 
the most atrocious shortcomings-! 
would still be against it. 

Let me say that I would be just as 
firm in my opposition if the AEC pro
posed to supply electric-power services 
to the people of San Diego, Calif., or 
Pleasant Point, Maine. 

Mr. President, in 1934-20 long years 
ago-the people of Memphis voted 16 to 
1 to buy their electric power from the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. They pur
chased their own distribution system 
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and entered into an agreement to buy 
their power wholesale from TV A. 

A part of the system was purchased 
by the city of Memphis for which bonds 
were issued obligating the city of Mem
phis and its citizens for the payment of 
th e bonds A part of the facilities of 
the Commonwealth & Southern were 
purchased by the Tennessee Valley Au
thority. The deal was consummated be
tween the cities, the TV A, and coopera
t ives in the area. In the Congress itself 
TJ.leetings were held, and finally the ar
rangements were made and the Congress 
of the United States authorized the is
suance of bonds by the Tennest:ee Val
ley Authority for the purchase of facili
t ies in that area. It was set forth in 
the legislation' approving the issuance 
of those bonds that the area should be 
served by the Tennessee Valley Authori
ty. Since that time it has been so 
served. There has been a friendly re
lationship between it and the private 
power companies operating in the adja
cent areas. 

There has been no attempt on the 
part of the TV A to spread out into some 
other section, and up to this time there 
has been no open attempt on the part 
of the private power companies to get 
into the TVA territory. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield very hap
pily to my distinguished colleague from 
Alabama, who was a Member of the 

. House Military Affairs Committee at the 

.time this arr_angement was ·negotiated 
and worked out; and the legislation was 
passed. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. As a matter of fact, 
I would remind my friend from Ten
nessee that I was the sponsor of that 
legislation in the House of Representa
tives. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. However, I rose 

for the purpose of asking the Senator 
this question: Is it not true that no fur
ther back than last year the officials of 
the power companies operating in the 
Southeastern States testified before the 
Senate Appropriations Committee to 
the effect that this agreement had been 
entered into tacitly, and the statement 
was made that since that time it had 
been meticulously observed by both 
sides? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is cor· 
rect. 

In the testimony before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee representa
tives of power companies in Alabama, 
Mississippi, Arkansas, and elsewhere 
surrounding the Tennessee Valley area 
said they had great confidence in the 
TVA electrical department, that there 
was a pleasant and cordial relationship 
in connection with the sale of power 
back and forth from time to time, and 
that the arrangement had been lived up 
to by both sides. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. And that it bad 
worked well? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. And that it had 
worked well, and there was no complaint 
whatsoever about the dealings with the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

C--667 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one other question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
·Mr. SPARKMAN. A few moments 

ago, the Senator from Tennessee said 
that the Atomic Energy Commission had 
no more right to make a contract for the 
purchase of power with which to supply 
the needs of the people of Memphis and 
the area thereabouts than it had to buy 
power with which to supply the needs of 
people in other places throughout the 
United States. He particularly named 
one city in California, and another in 
Maine. 

As a matter of fact, if the Atomic 
Energy Commission can be used as an 
agent to r-urchase power for the use of 
private citizens in the Memphis area, 
cannot the Commission just as well be 
used for the purchase of power for the 
citizens of any other city in the United 
States, having no connection with and no 
propinquity whatsoever to the operations 
of the atomic energy installations? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is en
tirely correct. If the Atomic Energy 
Commission can be used as a power 
broker, something for which it was not 
designed-and Congress never intended 
it to be used for the purchase of power 
to be used in the Tennessee Valley for 
commercial purposes, transmitting power 
a distance of 200 miles or more from the 
atomic energy plants-it can be used for 
the purpose of building a steam plant 
anywhere to produce electricity which 
has nothing to do. with or is far removed 
from any atomic energy plant. 

To extend the parallel a little further, 
if the criterion was that the cities should 
be within 250 miles of some atomic en
ergy work, then cities like Cleveland and 
most of the other cities of Ohio, cities in 

. Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, 
Missouri, most of the cities of the Pacific 
Northwest, and many other large cities, 
would be as close to atomic energy opera
tions. as West Memphis, Ark., is to Padu
cah, Ky. So the Atomic Energy Com
mission could build steam plants to fur
nish any of those cities or communities 
with power, using the same logic with 
which they are proposing to build the 
plant in question. Of course, the people 
of those communities would have noth
ing to say about it. The plant would be 
used by the Atomic Energy Commission, 
acting as a power broker, apparently be
cause of the influence of certain private 
power interests. 

If the principle were established, it 
would not make any difference whether 
the cities were 250 miles or 500 miles 
away. The principle would be the same. 

When the subject is considered care
fully, it is an outrageous contortion of 
the Atomic Energy Act. It is outrageous 
to use an agency for a purpose it has 
never intended to serve, and for which it 
was never formed, merely to force the 
people in the section affected to purchase 
from a source from which they never 
expected to buy. 

I thank the Senator from Alabama for 
his contribution. Let me say, in that 
connection, that I think any corporation 
attempting, on such tenuous legal sub
stance, to do what is sought to be done 
here, would have a very difficult time 

selling bonds upon its operations and on 
the constitutionality of its contract. 

The situation is bad to start with. 
Anyone who might try to carry it through 
will get into trouble. The program ought 
to be terminated, and another look 
should be taken at it now. As the dis
tinguished Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
CooPER] has stated-and undoubtedly 
he has given the matter a great deal of 
consideration from a legal viewpoint, 
citing the statutes and their construc
tion by the courts-the Dixon-Yates 
contract will not stand up. 

Any alternative-the ones mentioned 
by' the Senator from Kentucky, or any 
others-in which the integrity of the 
TV A would be preserved, and in which 
the Atomic Energy Commission would 
not be used for something for which it 
was never formed, in violation of law, 
would be preferable to the proposed 
·operation. 

The operation under which the city of 
Memphis is now operating is its own, 
made on its own initiative, and the city 
cf Memphis is satisfied with it. Mem
phis is operating under a contract, and 
is getting its power under a contract, 
made with the approval of Congress. Yet 
Congress, by the passage of the pending 
bill, would be doing away with the abil
ity of Memphis to get power from the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, and would 
make Memphis accept power from a 
source from which it had never con
tracted to get power. 

Imagine the surprise of the people of 
··Memphis, Mr. President, when they read 
in the newspapers that after -1957 they 
will be getting their electric power, not 
from the Tennesse Valley Authority, but 
from Messers. Dixon and Yates. 

They were just as surprised to learn 
that the Atomic Energy Commission
that great, ponderous agency whose mere 
mention calls up visions of ingenious re
search, of hushed secrecy, of high-level 
security operations-is now about to 
set up shop as an ordinary power broker. 

What does the Atomic Energy Com
mission know about the power business? 
The Atomic Energy Commission was 
created for the purpose of splitting the 
atom. That is a very different prob
lem from running a steamplant, and 
entering into contracts in connection 
with steamplants, and trying to make 
rates for the sale of electricity. 

It seems to me that if the Atomic En· 
ergy Commission, with its specialists 
along a certain line, is expected to make 
headway with its hydrogen program, the 
American people will not look with very 
much favor upon a division of respon
sibility, which will take the minds and 
attention of the Atomic Energy person
nel away from the work for which the 
Commission was formed, and to put 
them into the business of an ordinary 
power broker, which they will be under 
the bill. 

Mr. President, the Atomic Energy 
Commission has important work to do. 

During the presidential campaign of 
1952, General Eisenhower himself out
lined the future confronting it. "Our 
frontiers of scientific development," he 
said, "have not even been tapped. We 
are just entering the atomic age. The 
possibilities of nuclear fission to help us 
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go forward to new and richer lives are 
almost unlimited. Our scientists be
lieve we are just tapping a new frontier." 

As a member of the Committee on 
Armed Services, I was impressed with 
the testimony with regard to the possi
bilities of atomic energy in the opera
tion of the Nautilis, the atomic-powered 
submarine, which has been developed 
and is near completion. The idea of 
taking the minds, brains, and attention 
of atomic-energy scientists, such as Ad
miral Rickover, who has devoted many 
years of his life to the development of 
the atomic submarine, and putting them 
in the business of power broker, far re
moved from any atomic operation, sim
ply because it is desired to grant a favor 
to a private power group, which appar
ently is the case in this instance, is un
thoughtful, is not right, and certainly 
is not in the public interest. 

Numerous spokesmen for the admin
istration-both the current one and its 
predecessor-have told us of the tremen
dous strides that have been made in our 
atomic-weapons program. 

Yet, in this year of 1954, the Atomic 
Energy Commission is asked to devote 
a little less attention to tapping this 
new frontier, a little less attention to 
our atomic-weapons program, so it can 
operate a power-brokerage business for 
the citizens of Memphis, Tenn. 

The Commission has a new frontier 
to tap, all right, but it is not in the mar
keting of hydro- or steam-generated 
electricity. I believe the Commission 
ought to keep tapping, but in the proper 
direction. 

Now, in fairness to the Atomic Energy 
Commission, I want to say that it is not 
entirely responsible for the pass we have 
come to. Testimony before the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy indicates 
quite clearly that three members-a ma
jority-did not believe in the feasibility 
of AEC taking on this new responsibility. 
The orders for the AEC to enter into 
this Dixon-Yates contract came from a 
higher authority-from the Executive 
Office of the President of the United 
States. 

They wanted to stay in the atomic 
energy field. They realized that they 
did not have the authority, under section 
12b of the Atomic Energy Act, to enter 
into such a contract. They realized that 
this was not within their province. They 
realized that they were in the field of 
development of atomic energy, and they 
should not undertake to divide their at
tention with something entirely foreign 
and strange, such as operating a power 
brokerage business for the purpose of 
supplying electricity to the people of 
Memphis. 

Mr. President, an important principle 
of orderly Government is involved. Can 
executive departments be shifted around 
and used for purposes foreign to those 
for which they were formed? It has al
ways been the policy of our Government, 
in the interest of orderly procedure, to 
require the departments to engage in ac
tivities for which they were created. 
The TVA was created for specific pur
poses, which it has been following. The 
Atomic Energy Commission was created 
for specific purposes. We would have 
chaos in Government, we would have a 

breakdown in its functions, there would 
be a division of responsibility, if one 
agency were to be allowed to inject itself 
into the affairs of another and take over 
its responsibilities. 

As pointed out by the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER] 
this afternoon, there is a Federal statute, 
13th United States Code, paragraph 6868, 
which gives an executive department or 
independent agency the right to place 
orders on another agency for services it 
can supply upon certain conditions. But, 
as the Senator from Kentucky also said, 
that statute has no application to the 
question now before the Senate. That 
was as far as the Congress was willing to 
go in allowing one agency to infringe 
upon the powers, rights, and obligations 
of another. 

The problem in question does not in
volve the general supply of power to the 
AEC, but the general supply of power 
to the Tennessee Valley Authority. The 
question before the Senate is one of fac
ing squarely up to the issue of where 
the Tennessee Valley Authority is going 
to be able to get its power for the pur
pose of supplying its customers. Cer
tanly, the Atomic Energy Commission, 
which was not established for the pur
pose of supplying power to the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, has no authority and 
no moral or legal right to inject itself 
into running the business of the Ten
nessee Valley Authority, and Congress 
should not permit it to do so. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield before he leaves that 
point? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I agree fully with 
what the distinguished Senator has said, 
that the Atomic Energy Commission has 
no power to thrust itself into the opera
tion of affairs of the TV A, any more than 
the TVA would have a right to run the 
Atomic Energy Commission. In other 
words, each agency is independent of 
the other. It may be that I am antici
pating the remarks of the Senator from 
Tennessee, and perhaps he is going to 
say something about it, but I wish he 
would discuss what I consider to be a 
very serious aspect of these attempts, 
and that is the effort to destroy the 
integrity of independent agencies as 
such. Before he concludes his speech 
I hope the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee will give us his ideas on that 
question. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Sena
tor from Alabama. I expect to deal with 
that question at some length. But at 
this time, I wish to point out that Con
gresses of the United States, through 
their committees and in debate in the 
Senate and in the House of Representa
tives, have struggled long and hard to 
delineate the duties and responsibilities 
of the various agencies of the Govern
ment. Congress requires those agen
cies-and properly so-to make an ac
counting of the use of their authority 
and the performance of their duties, as 
assigned to them by the Congress. 

Mr. President, Congress might as well 
fold up and quit if the duties prescribed 
by it for one agency are to be taken away 
from that · agency and assumed by 

another which never was created for the 
same purpose. Congress has created 
both these agencies, and they exist as a 
result of acts of Congress; and the ob
ligations, duties, and rights of the agen
cies are defined by law. I do not think 
any lawyer can argue very persuasively 
that there is in the Atomic Energy Act 
any provision· giving that agency even 
the remotest right or obligation to go 
far from its fielq of operations, and gen
erate power for the purpose of supplying 
it to users in the Tennessee Valley; and 
I do not think there is in the Atomic En
ergy Act any provision which would 
make it possible to give the Atomic En
ergy Commission the right to kick 
around another agency, interfere with its 
operations, and impair it£ ability to meet 
its obligations to the Government, 
merely because someone does not like 
that agency. After all, if the Tennessee 
Valley Authority is going to be treated 
badly, it should be treated badly direct
ly by the Congress which created it. The 
Tennessee Valley Authority has already 
been badly pushed around and choked 
off as a result of a lack of appropriations. 
But the step now proposed would amount 
to going a long way merely for the pur
pose of giving the Tennessee Valley Au
thority a kick. 

Mr. President, if it is desired to build 
a steam plant to supply power for Atomic 
Eenergy works, why is not one built at 
Paducah? Following the enactment of 
section 12d of the Atomic Energy Act, 
a large plant was built directly across 
the river, at Joppa; and that plant is 
furnishing some power. A very sad ex
perience was had with that plant of Elec
tric Energy, Inc.; and the power devel
oped there will be very costly to the 
Government. But it is even better to pay 
a large price, as will have to be paid for 
the power generated at the Joppa plant 
of Electric Energy, Inc., than it is to con
tort and pervert the purpose of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, solely for 
the purpose of kicking around the TV A 
and putting the AEC into an operation 
in which it never had any business, and 
in which-mark you, Mr. President-
3 of the Atomic Energy Commission
ers did not want the Commission to be, 
inasmuch as 3 of the Commissioners 
believed that the Commission had no 
business entering into this contract. 

Mr. President, from the financial point 
of view, there might be some justifica
tion for entering into the contract if it 
would result in saving money. However, 
even the Bureau of the Budget has stated 
that the contract will cost the Govern
ment a great deal more money; accord
ing to the figures of the Bureau of the 
Budget, the cost to the Government, over 
the period of the life of the contract, will 
be approximately $92 million. Accord
ing to the figures of the Tennessee Val
ley Authority-and the TV A has been 
very accurate in its estimates-the cost 
to the Government, under this contract, 
will be approximately $137 million. 

Mr. President, the proposal is to build 
the steam plant at an untenable loca
tion. The Tennessee Valley Authority 
proposed to build a steam plant at Ful- · 
ton, Tenn., approximately 30 miles north 
of Memphis, on a bluff on the bank of the 
Mississippi River, where there would be 
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a good, solid foundation, and at a point 
on the river · where it would be easy to 
obtain the cold water which is necessary 
in order to produce steam to be used to 
turn generators to produce electricity. 
Furthermore, electricity generated at 
that site would have to be transmitted 
only a short distance, in order to be in
tegrated into the TVA system. In addi
tion, coal can be delivered very economi
cally to that point. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield to 
me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GvLDWATER in the chair). Does the 
Senator from Tennessee yield to the 
cenator from Illinois? 

Mr. KEFAUVER I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 

Tennessee touched on a matter of great 
interest to the State of Illinois, when he 
referred to the accessibility of coal, be
cause, as he knows, central Illinois has 
coal fields of great richness, where coal 
can be produced at relatively low cost, 
with the aid of all the mechanical means 
of cutting and loading. If the power
plant were located near the Paducah 
area, Illinois coal could be used in the 
plant at relatively low generating cost, 
whereas if coal were shipped to West 
Memphis-either coal coming from Illi
nois or coal coming from eastern Ken
tucky-the transportation cost would be 
extremely high. 

So, from the standpoint of location, 
I would say that a plant located at West 
Memphis would be placed in just about 
the wor'3t location that could be found, 
from the point of view of the economical 
development of power from coal. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator from 
Illinois is eminently correct. If the 
plant were located at Joppa, across the 
river from Paducah, where the Electric 
Energy, Inc., has its plant located, the 
cost of transporting good Illinois coal 
there-the good Illinois coal in which 
the Senator from Illinois has always 
been so much interested; and let me say 
I well realize how long and how hard 
he has fought for markets for it-would 
be much less than the cost of shipping 
the coal away down the river to West 
Memphis, Ark. 

But I point out to the Senator from 
Illinois that that site does not have the 
advantage of making it possible to dis
turb the operations of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority; the construction of a 
plant in Illinois would not have that 
advantage. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield once 
more to me? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 

Tennessee has used that word in an 
ironic fashion, I am sure. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. It is not a real ad

vantage to the Nation to disturb the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, I am cer
tain, and the Senator from Tennessee, 
who has been a great defender of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, is, I am con
fident, using that word sardonically. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I hope everyone 
understands that I was using it in that 

fashion-either ironically or sardoni
cally, as one may prefer to state it. 

Undoubtedly it would be much more 
economical-if it is desired to have pri
vate interests build a steam plant-to 
have the plant built in the vicinity of the 
Paducah works, where coal is very acces
sible and would have to be transported 
only a relatively short distance. But 
that would not do what some persons are 
anxious to do, namely, disturb the oper
ations of the Tennessee Valley Author
ity, and it would not disturb the TV A's 
yardstick, and it would not be using the 
Atomic Energy Commission to push 
around the TVA. So apparently the lo
cation at West Memphis, Ark., was de
cided upon for that reason. 

I was discussing the difference be
tween the Fulton, Tenn., location and 
the location at West Memphis, Ark. The 
Fulton, Tenn., location also involves a 
saving of about 50 miles in the distance 
coal would have to be shipped. Fulton, 
Tenn., is up the river. West Memphis is 
down the river. The foundation at Ful
ton is solid. The plant would cost a 
great deal less. The country around 
West Memphis, Ark., is a fine country, 
but it is in the lowlands. Former Presi
dent Hoover once went over this location 
during a flood, when the land was flooded 
to a depth of 27 feet, according to the 
press reports. It would be very much 
more difficult to obtain solid foundations · 
at West Memphis. The harbor facilities 
would be entirely inadequate, and would 
cost a great deal more to construct. It 
would be difficult to get cool water for 
the operation of the steam plant. 

One thing to which the people of 
Memphis object is the tremendous 
amount of fly ash which would settle on 
that city by reason of the prevailing 
northwest winds, which blow directly in 
line from West Memphis over to the city 
of Memphis. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. Is it not true that the 

Fulton site was selected after most care
ful study and analysis of the entire sit
uation, and was found to be the best 
site in all that area for the steam plant? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. That is en
tirely true, and that is not disputed 
even by those who want to build the 
plant at West Memphis, Ark. Even their 
own figures show that one reason why 
the Government will have to pay more 
for electricity is that the site is at West 
Memphis rather than Fulton. The TVA 
and its engineers spent a great deal of 
time in canvassing the situation and 
selecting the best site. Everyone who 
has studied or considered the matter 
knows that Fulton is the best site. But, 
of course, that site is not proposed here. 
West Memphis is now proposed, even 
though the cost will be greater. 

In addition, the TVA would be re
quired to build a cable line across the 
Mississippi in order to get the electricity 
from Arkansas over into Tennessee. 
That would be very expensive to build 
and maintain. I think the proposal is 
that the TV A build the transmission out 
to the middle of the Mississippi River, 
and that the Atomic Energy Commission, 
acting through Dixon-Yates, build it the 

rest of the way. All that great expense 
would be eliminated if the TVA were al
lowed to have its own source of supply, as 
Congress intended it should have, and 
as it always has had. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Who would pay the 

cost of the transmission line which the 
TV A would. have to build? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is not quite set
tled yet as to whether that cost is to 
be immediately passed on to the users 
of power in the Tennessee Valley. Pre
sumably the cost of that part of the 
transmission line which the Tennessee 
Valley Authority would have to build 
would be immediately passed on to con
sumers of power in the Tennessee Valley. 

As to who would pay the $137 million 
more over the period of the contract, 
that is not actually settled. It would 
either be paid by the taxpayers or by 
the users of power in the Tennessee Val
ley region. I think the cost would come 
immediately from the users of power in 
the Tennessee Valley area. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Since the discus
sion at this point relates to some of the 
hardships imposed upon TV A by reason 
of this contract, let me ask the able Sen
ator this question: 

It has been said rather frequently 
here by some of those who have been 
attempting to defend this Executive di
rective to the Atomic Energy Commis
sion to become a power broker, that the 
TV A would not be hurt in any way by 
this proposal. The Senator has just de
tailed one item which the TV A would 
be required to build. It would be re
quired to build a part of a transmission 
line. The cost of such a line, as well 
as other charges, would be chargeable 
directly to the TV A. 

The able Senator knows that in the 
1952 campaign President Eisenhower
then Candidate Eisenhower-made a 
speech in Memphis, if I recall correctly, 
in which he pledged his good offices for 
the welfare and the continued operation 
of the TVA. The Senator will remem
ber that after he came away, apparently 
some of his supporters were not satis .. 
fied with the statement he had made, 
and sent him a telegram. In reply to 
that telegram he went still further and 
said that they could rest assured that 
he would do everything he could to 
maintain and continue the operation of 
TVA at maximum efficiency. 

The able Senator recalls, of course, 
that because of that pledge given to the 
people of the Tennessee Valley a good 
many of the newspapers in that area 
supported him, including large influen
tial dailies. The State of Tennessee, by 
a very narrow margin, gave its electoral 
vote to the Republican ticket. 

Let me ask this question, based upon 
that premise: Is it not true that today 
those same influential daily newspapers, 
almost without exception, are editorial .. 
izing very strongly against this proposal, 
and are telling the people of the great 
harm that will be done to TV A, and also 
reminding the people that this action 
is not in keeping with the pledge which 
was made by President Eisenhower when 



10610 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE- 'July 15 

he was a candidate for the Presidency of 
the United States? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator from 
Alabama is exactly right. Mr. Eisen
hower, when he was a candidate, made a 
speech in Knoxville. He made a speech 
in Memphis, in which he paid high trib
ute to the Tennessee Vally Authority for 
the part it was playing in developing a 
great region of the United States. He 
was high in his praise of the way it had 
been managed, and the contribution it 
had made. Two of the great newspapers 
of the State of Tennessee were not quite 
satisfied with the specific points made 
by the President as to exactly what he 
was going to do about the TV A. Some 
question had been raised to the effect 
that the President had spoken in gen
eral terms, and the newspapers wanted 
to be able to assure the people of Ten
nessee in unequivocal terms that the 
President of the United States-if he 
were elected President-would be a 
friend of the Tennessee Valley. So they 
sent Mr. Eisenhower a telegram and 
asked him to telegraph back exactly 
what he had in mind. His telegram, in 
addition to paying tribute to the Ten
nessee Valley Authority, contained this 
significant statement: 

The Tennessee Valley Authority will con
tinue to be operated at maximum efficiency. 

Many of us have felt that that solemn 
pledge, which resulted in tens of thou
sands of voters voting for General Eisen
hower when he was a candidate, which 
enabled him to carry the State of Ten
nessee, thereby undoubtedly affecting the 
outcome of the national election so far 
as the majority he received was con
cerned, has already been substantia~ly 
repudiated. If this practice continues, 
unless the administration backs away 
from this outrageous deal, which is solely 
for the purpose of chipping away and 
destroying the Tennessee Valley Au
thority little by little, there can be no 
question in the mind of anyone who will 
read the record that this unequivocal 
pledge given to the people of this section 
and the Nation, as to what his intentions 
were with respect to the Tennessee 
Valley, will have been completely and 
dishonorably repudiated. 

I thank the Senator from Alabama for 
his question. His question was, What 
are those newspapers saying today? The 
Knoxville News Sentinel was one of the 
newspapers that had sent the telegram 
and printed the reply. The other news
paper is the Memphis Press Scimitar. I 
have read editorial after editorial con
demning this proposal. One of the great 
conservative newspapers, which also sup
ported the President, a newspaper which 
has great influence in many States of the 
mid-South, the Memphis Commercial 
Appeal, also published an editorial, which 
was placed in the RECORD day before 
yesterday. It is a succinct editorial, and 
I wish to read what that great Memphis 
newspaper had to say. The editorial, 
which is entitled "Why We Oppose Pow
erplant Deal," was published in the 
Memphis Commercial Appeal of July 11 
1954. It reads: 

President Eisenhower has undertaken to 
give a private power combine a $107 million 
powerplant. 

By Executive order he has directed the 
Atomic Energy Commission to underwrite it 
with taxpayers' money. 

He has ordered acceptance of a proposal 
from this combine, the Middle South Util
ities, Inc., and the Southern Co., which in
cludes a guaranty of 9 percent on earnings. 

At the end of 25 years the plant would be
long to this combine. 

This has been done without any effort at 
competitive bidding. 

The plant would be situated in West Mem
phis, a part of our community. 

Three years of a big const ruction payroll 
would ring cash registers-for 3 years. 

This 3-year gain will be lost many times 
in future years by higher prices for elec
tricity because of undermining the Tennes
see Valley Authority. 

The principal purpose of this plant would 
be to keep TVA from building a plant. 

TV A is being prevented from starting new 
plants necessary to serve its customers. 

This policy has created a power shortage, 
principally because the Nation's defense is 
diverting so much TVA power. 

The shortage is most severe in Memphis 
and the tightening shortage ahead will be 
worse here. 

For the Government to give private power 
a plant at Memphis sets the stage for reduc
ing the TV A power shortage by taking Mem
phis out of TVA. 

That is the real purpose. 
We are on the extreme edge of TVA ter

ritory. 
We see this proposed private powerplant at 

Memphis as the second step of a policy of 
which the third step would be forcing TV A 
out of Memphis. 

We see it followed by another step in 
which northeast Mississippi would have to 
give up TVA, and another step taking TV A 
from the westward-sloping portions of west 
Tennessee. 

Private power prices, or a crippled TVA 
forced to raise its prices, or small, locally 
owned plants-any of these would take from 
this community a purchasing power far 
higher and much longer than the 3-year 
construction payroll. 

While power prices quiver under the as
sault of this plant, Memphis would be show
ered with fly ash and sulfur dioxide from 
boiler stacks. 

We know modern combustion engineering 
can, if it is used, end the visible smoke and 
reduce fly ash and fumes, but it is only a 
reduction. 

Ash and sulfur continue to come from the 
stacks, in particles reduced in size by the 
best engineering and therefore traveling 
greater distances. 

This harmful waste from the boilers would 
be spread alike over Red Acres, Glenview, 
Fort Pickering, West Memphis, and all other 
Memphis communities. 

This is a proposal to hand a powerplant, 
to be paid for from the Nation's taxes, to 
a specific company. 

This is a proposal for powerplant that 
would be 100 percent subsidy, while even 
TVA's most bitter critics can claim only a 
fractional subsidy in TV A powerplants, prin
cipally in the matter of freedom from Fed
eral taxes on Federal property. 

We consider this proposal would result 
in years of net harm to this community 
which would be so apparent in the future 
that we could be held responsible unless we 
raised the alarm now. We consider it to be 
a wasteful, unsound attempt at favoritism 
with the Nation's funds. 

As citizens of Memphis and of the United 
States we protest because we must. 

That is the end of the editorial which 
was published in a very thoughtful and 
conservative newspaper. It has been 
one of the strongest supporters of the 

President, and the editorial answers the 
question of the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama. 

If the proposal shall be adopted, if the 
effort to cut away the TVA and make 
it rely on high-priced electricity fur
nished by a private power utility on the 
perimeter, shall succeed, how can any
one reconcile such action with Presi
dent Eisenhower's statement, and say 
that in that way TVA will be operating 
at maximum efficiency? 

The only conclusion we can draw from 
all the newspapers that condemn the 
proposal-and editorials have been pub
lished all over the United States-is that 
it would not help TVA operate at maxi
mum efficiency, but it would be a very 
efficient way of destroying the operation 
of the TVA. 

That apparently is its purpose. I do 
not think that we ought to let the Presi
dent repudiate his campaign promises. 
I believe that the people have a right 
to expect such promises to be lived up 
to. 

If TV A is going to be destroyed and 
cut away, and Memphis is to be taken 
out of the territory of TV A, along with 
northern Mississippi and the rest of the 
area, why not amend the act by which 
the TV A service area was approved by 
Congress? Why not do it directly? 
Why try to destroy the arrangement 
provided for the operations of TVA? 
Why force another agency, the AEC, 
to violate the law in order to take a 
whack at the TVA at the behest of cer
tain big private power interests of the 
United States? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
in the early days of TVA one of the vital 
questions was whether the cities of Ten
nessee would be willing to buy power 
from TVA and distribute that power to 
their citizens, and that probably the 
crucial decision which really established 
TVA was the decision of the city of 
Memphis to buy its power from TV A and 
distribute it through a municipal utility? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; the Senator is 
correct about that. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
Mr. E. H. Crump, who has not always 
been particularly friendly to the senior 
Senator from Tennessee, nevertheless in 
this case supported the purchase of 
power from TVA and its local distribu
tion? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is en
tirely right. Let me say that while Mr. 
Crump and I have had differences, his 
record shows that he has been one of 
the great friends and supporters of TV A 
and public power, and one of the leaders 
in bringing TV A power into Memphis. 
That has certainly been his position. I 
believe in giving credit where credit is 
due. Mr. Crump has done many good 
things, one of the foremost of which has 
been that he has fought like a tiger for 
TVA. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
the citizens of Memphis, in a solemn 
referendum by an overwhelming vote
! think the vote was about 20 or 30 to 1-
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agreed to accept TV A power and to dis
tribute it locally? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is cor
rect. The vote was about 16 or 17 to 1. 
It was an overwhelming vote. All the 
officials and leading citizens voted for 
it and led the fi!Sht for it. I may point 
out to the Senator from Illinois that the 
vote was based upon an arrangement 
which had the approval of Congress. 

Based upon that arrangement, the 
people of Memphis obligated themselves 
for very large amounts of money in buy
ing the distribution system and in en
larging it, with the understanding that 
they had the right to rely upon what 
Congress had said, that Memphis was 
going to be in the TV A area; that the 
TVA could make a long-term contract 
for furnishing power, and, of course, the 
TVA would have its own power supply 
and be able to furnish power. There 
was never any understanding that the 
TVA would be forced to buy high-priced 
power from a private-power combine 
that wanted to put it out of business. 
I do not think it is playing fair with the 
people who put up their money and 
bonded their cities now, under the sub
terfuge of the Dixon-Yates contract, to 
repudiate the whole thing and go back 
on the bargain which has been made. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. While I am not cer
tain about the precise sequence of events, 
as to which eity came first and which 
cities followed, is it not a fact that Knox
ville, Chattanooga, and, more recently, 
Nashville, all made similar decisions and 
all agreed to take TV A power and dis
tribute it locally? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. I 
think Chattanooga was the first large 
city to do so. That is my home city. I 
remember the referendum and the elec
tion, very well. I think· Memphis fol
lowed, and then Knoxville and Nash
ville. In places where there are no cities 
the rural cooperatives purchased the 
distribution system. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The decisions of the 
citizens were definitely and thoroughly 
overwhelming. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If this private plant 
is constructed at West Memphis, Ark., 
will it not have the effect of forcing the 
city distributors at Memphis to buy 
power from the so-called Di:l.{on-Yates 
plant? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It will have the pur
pose of forcing TVA to buy power from 
the Dixon-Yates plant in order to sell 
power to the city of Memphis. So it will 
be forcing the city of Memphis to buy 
Dixon-Yates power at a price, undoubt
edly, on which the TVA would lose a lot 
of money if it carried out its obligation 
to the city of Memphis. 

That violates everything for which the 
people voted, with the approval of Con
gress and with the understanding that 
was had at that time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would it not be pos
sible for the same tactics to be later 
applied in connection with such cities 
as Nashville and Chattanooga? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Undoubtedly it 
would be possible, and I think it is prob
able that such tactics would be applied. 
I think the people of the Nation ought 

to realize that this effort to destroy pub
lic power operations wherever they may 
be is not going to be limited only to the 
Tennessee Valley area. I think the peo
ple must be put on notice and must 
realize that the same tactics are going to 
be applied to Southeastern and South
western operations, and operations in 
California, at Bonneville, and wherever 
there may be any public operation. 

I thank the Senator from Illinois very 
much for his most important contribu
tions. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield fur
ther in order that I may pursue the mat
ter a little further? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. It might set a pat

tern by which the TVA functions would 
be confined almost exclusively to the 
generation of power used by the Atomic 
Energy Commission in connection with 
its development of fissionable and ther
monuclear materials, and it would be 
shut out from its original function of 
supplying cheap power to the farmers 
and the people of the Tennessee Valley. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That would be one 
result. Of course, the result would also 
be to take the TVA out of operation in 
the overall research development pro
gram which it has been carrying out in 
that part of the country. 

Permit me to say to the Senator that 
one thing that is very, very bad about 
this proposal-and I wish Senators 
would consider this when they come to 
vote upon this measure-is that the 
TV A personnel have worked diligently, 
overtime, and hard. They constitute one 
of the greatest groups of public servants, 
I am sure, that any nation has ever 
known. Many of them could get better 
jobs, but they stay with the TVA because 
they have their hearts in it. They have 
worked very hard to make a success of 
the TVA. 

Its success is shown by the cooperation 
of the States, the counties, and the 
cities. Everyone supports it, whether 
they be Democrats or Republicans. Even 
the old Commonwealth & Southern has 
spoken very highly of the TV A. They 
are working hard to make a success of it, 
in order to meet the commitment which 
was imposed upon TV A by a law enacted 
by Congress, the commitment being to 
pay back in 40 years of every dime in
vested in the power operations. The 
purchasers of power must pay back in 
40 years, through the TV A, every dime 
invested. 

Mr. President, is it right by legislation 
to require an agency to meet an obliga
tion which is a difficult one and at the 
same time to cripple and hamstring it, 
to cut it up and make it buy electricity 
at high rates, and refuse to let it carry 
out its contract, to meet its own obliga
tions, and do what any utility ought to be 
able to do? Any utility ought to be able 
to estimate the needs of its customers in 
the future and have the authority to 
construct facilities for the purpose of 
meeting such needs. 

Mr. President, it is not an honest thing 
to do to require the TVA to pay back its 
investment and then force it to buy 
power at high rates, to build lines across 

the river and maintain them, and make 
it responsible for eventually paying back 
the investment in a steam plant located 
at the wrong site, placing it at the mercy 
of private power companies so that the 
people who want to use more power can 
never be sure of their supply. I have 
never known of a more outrageous per
formance. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield 
further? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator has 

touched on a very important matter with 
reference to a transmission line across 
the river, involving the extra cost of 
stretching the transmission line over the 
water as compared with the cost of con
struction of a transmission line on land. 

Unfortunately, it has not been the 
privilege of the Senator from Illinois to 
take a Mississippi River trip, but I have 
traveled in my mind, because I have read 
Mark Twain's book entitled "Life on the 
Mississippi," and other stories about the 
Mississippi River and its lower reaches. 
Unfortunately, I have never been able to 
travel there. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. We are very anxious 
to have the Senator visit that section. 
He has been such a great friend of ours, 
we hope that he will come there. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the Sen
ator from Tennessee, for the purpose of 
the RECORD, and also for the benefit of 
the less traveled Members of the Senate, 
if it is not true that the Mississippi River 
at Memphis is an extremely broad 
stream? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; the Missis
sippi at Memphis is very broad. The 
number of miles, I would not be able to 
say; but to get across the swamps into 
the place where the steam plant would 
be built would be a very substantial dis
tance, and would involve very expensive 
construction, operation, and m~inte
nance, in order to build the cables all the 
way across. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would piers be re
quired for the placement of high poles, 
from which the wires could be strung? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, piers would be 
required; and I think the testimony was 
that very heavy cable would be required 
to be constructed between the piers on 
either side of the river. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would it be neces
sary to construct piers in the center of 
the stream? _ 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Frankly, I may say 
to the Senator, I do not know if that 
would be necessary. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the process 
would be a very expensive one? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It would be very ex
pensive. When compared with the 
building of a steam plant where it 
should be built, and the construction of 
a very short transmission line on land, 
and the feeding of the power into the 
grid system of the TV A, it simply would 
not be economical or feasible. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 
from Tennessee remember the two novels 
by Mark Twain entitled "Huckleberry 
Finn" and "Tom Sawyer"? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 

remember the indirect way in which 
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Tom Sawyer insisted on doing every
thing. When Jim, the slave, was in the 
cabin, Tom, instead of directly going to 
the door and letting Jim out, in
sisted that a tunnel must be dug in 
order to get him out, and the tunnel 
must be dug with tin plates. So in
stead of the work being done in the most 
direct and efficient manner, everything 
had to be done a most indirect and 
inefficient manner. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I remember that 
very pleasantly. I am certain that if 
Mark Twain were alive now, he could 
find a perfect analogy between those 
operations and what is sought to have 
taken place under this proposal. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, the 
Executive Office of the President--! do 
not say it is the President who is doing 
this, because I cannot believe that he 
has really done it--or whoever it is who 
has been making the policy for him, has 
chosen Tom Sawyer's way of doing 
everything in as clumsy a fashion as 
possible. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, the Senator is 
exactly correct. It is proposed to be 
done in as expensive a fashion as 
possible. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it possible that 
they have been reading Tom Sawyer and 
Huckleberry Finn, and have resolved to 
imitate those two heros of the Mississippi 
Valley? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That might be pos
sible, although I have no actual means o.f 
knowing for certain. But if that is the 
case, I certainly would like to have the 
opportunity of explaining to them that 
Tom Sawyer's ways should not be applied 
to the Atomic Energy Commission and 
the steam plant. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, this 
is a method which is much better for the 
storybooks than it is in reality? Is that 
not true? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. 
The Senator from Illinois has expressed 
it better than I could have done, and I 
thank him. 

If the President actually had consid
ered all the aspects of the situation, in
cluding what it will do to his administra
tion, which he must conduct, what it 
will do to two Government agencies, and 
the precedent it will establish of com
pletely disregarding congressional direc
tion, it is difficult for me to believe that 
the President, even though there may be 
some around him whose first considera
tion is to kick the TV A around, would 
have .countenanced the proposal. 

Mr. President, I had been speaking 
about the two newspapers to which the 
President made a solemn pledge that he 
would see to it that the TVA was op
erated at maximum efficiency. That 
pledge was made to the Knoxville News 
Sentinel ·and the Memphis Press 
Smimitar. Those newspapers printed 
his statement. They are newspapers of 
the Scripps-Howard system, and the 
Scripps-Howard newspapers, as I un
derstand, supported the President in his 
campaign. 

The Scripps Howard newspapers have 
been publishing editorials to the effect 
that this proposal is bad business and 
will destroy the Atomic Energy Com
m ission, and that the promise which 

was made is not being lived up to. Not 
only have these two newspapers been 
condemning this deal, but all other 
Scripps Howard newspapers have been 
doing likewise. 

The President's best supporters know 
that the proposal cannot be rationalized. 
They know that his pledge of maximum 
efficiency cannot be put on a parallel 
with this proposal without destruction 
of the TV A by this operation. The two 
cannot be matched, and still stand up. 

I have before me, for instance, an edi
torial which was published in the Wash
ington Daily News, and likewise appeared 
in all the Scripps Howard newspapers, 
including those in Tennessee, on July 6. 
The title is, "Peddling Private Power Is 
No Job for the AEC." 

The editorial reads as follows: 
The United St ates Atomic Energy Com

mission, whose sole job should be to main
tain American atomic superiority for the 
safety of the free world, bas been ordered 
into a ridiculous, costly sideline for the next 
25 years. 

It has been directed, over its own protest, 
to contract with private utility companies 
for a large amount of electric power to be 
delivered to the Tennessee Valley Autbor
ity-200 miles and more away from the clos
est AEC facility. 

President Eisenhower issued the order. 
Presumably it was to prove what needs no 
proving: That this administration looks fav
orably upon private enterprise. 

The President has directed that this un
necessary, dangerous, and expensive gesture 
of friendliness to the private power indus.
try shall be accomplished by AEC's signing 

· a contract with Middle South Utilities, Inc., 
and the Southern Co. These two companies 
would form a third company to build a big 
new steam-electric generating plant at West 
Memphis, Ark., just across the Mississippi 
from Memphis, Tenn. 

AEC told the Budget Bureau "the Com
mission did not agree on the wisdom of AEO 
entering into this type of contract." Three 
of the five atomic Commissioners opposed it. 
Among this majority was the outstanding ex
ponent of private enterprise in the AEC, 
Commissioner Thomas E. Murray, of New 
York. 

I interpolate, Mr. President, to say that 
Commissioner Murray's opposition to 
the proposal has increased as time has 
gone on. He is the one who originally 
sponsored having the Atomic Energy Act 
amended by the inclusion of section 12 
{d), so that the Atomic Energy Com
mission could enter into a contract with 
Electric Energy, Inc., for the building 
of the Joppa plant. He wanted to bring 
private power companies in to furnish 
power at Paducah and Portsmouth, and 
that was right. But, Mr. President, 
Commissioner Murray, who has been the 
strongest advocate of free enterprise in 
the Atomic Energy Commission, among 
all the Commissioners, is opposed to this 
proposal, because he knows that it was 
never what Congress intended when the 
act was amended. He knows that an at
tempt is being made to use the Atomic 
Energy Commission in a way in which 
it should not be used. He knows that 
such a plan will not work for orderly ad
ministration. He knows that it will be 
expensive. As time has gone on, he has 
been more and more vocal in opposing 
this atrocity which Congress is being 
asked to perpetrate on the American 
people. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from New Mexico, 
whose speech yesterday was most per
suasive in protest against this proposal 
being carried out. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Would it not be 
proper to say that Commissioner Murray 
was the person who went into the 
area and first attempted to work out 
these matters in the field, which finally 
evolved the method of conducting these 
operations? I ask the question because 
I am quite sure he was, as the Senator 
from Tennessee has intimated. He went 
into the area and offered to the private 
companies an opportunity to build the 
facilities for all the current necessary. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, that is my 
understanding. 

Mr. ANDERSON. When they found 
that they could not do it, he said, "Very 
well. Divide with the TVA, and work 
out contracts between yourselves." 

It is my impression that Commission
er Murray is strongly against the pro
posal, because he feels that he came be
fore Congress with a definite request, 
that certain representations were made, 
and that the proposal now before the 
Senate is beyond the scope of the repre
sentations he made in getting permis
sion from Congress. 

As any honorable man would feel, 
Commissioner Murray feels obligated to 
have the understanding carried out as 
he asked for it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Senator 
from New Mexico. Since he is a member 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic En
ergy, he is much more familiar with 
what Commissioner Murray did than I 
am, but from reading the newspapers 
and the hearings I know that Commis
sioner Murray was one who worked out 
this arrangement in the first place. 
First, it was proposed to have TVA fur
nish all the power at Paducah. Then 
Commissioner Murray felt that it would 
be desirable to have private power com
panies do it. He negotiated with them 
and found they could not furnish all 
the power. So the load at Paducah was 
divided between TV A and Electric En
ergy, Inc. 

He came before Congress, and in all 
the representations he made he indicated 
that he wanted to get the act amended 
so that they could build a plant for the 
purpose of generating electricity for the 
atomic energy works. So I believe he 
thinks what is proposed would not be 
in keeping with his understanding with 
Congress. The Senator from New Mex
ico had here this afternoon the report 
of last year, which shows unquestion
ably that was Commissioner Murray's 
attitude. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, Com
missioner Murray had the background 
to qualify him to testify, since he has 
been in public utility work, and he is per
fectly familiar with public utility com
panies, such as the companies with which 
he contracted in EEL So he was not 
"dabbling" in that field, but he had made 
a reputation as a successful operator. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is true, and let 
it be said to the credit of Commissioner 
Murray that he feels that what is pro-
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posed should not be done, that it is not 
in keeping with the purpose of section 
12 (d) of the Atomic Energy Act, that 
he would not be keeping faith with Con
gress, that he would be getting the AEC 
into a field where it had no business, and 
that he felt that the Atomic Energy Com
mission should not be used to try to push 
and destroy another great agency which 
had been established by the Congress. 

Mr. President, I did not quite finish 
reading the editorial from the Washing
ton Daily News, one of the Scripps-How
ard newspapers, of which there are sev
eral. This editorial shows the general 
attitude of great newspapers which have 
supported the P resident. The editorial 
is entitled "Peddling Private Power Is No 
Job for AEC," and it reads: 

Although called an independent office of 
the Government, AEC passed the buck on 
the final decision to the White House. The 
President, through his Budget Bureau, de
cided in favor of the contract. 

Interpolating, I may say that I wish 
the President himself would take a look 
at that, because the statement of the 
Bureau of the Budget simply does not 
stand up; it will not hold water. 

I read at page 955 from the hearings 
before the joint committee on June 17. 
There appears in the record at this point 
a letter to the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] from Rowland 
Hughes, Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget. It is undoubtedly what the 
President may have seen, and he may 
have thought he could accept this state
ment in the letter of the Bureau of the 
Budget. The last part of it was: 

The fact that no additional steam-gener
ating capacity is being provided this year 
does not imply any fundamental change in 
the program of TV A. 

Mr. President, if the Atomic Energy 
Commission is going to become the sup
plier of power to the people of Memphis 
there is involved a fundamental change 
in TV A. There is also involved a viola
tion of the agreement which the Govern
ment authorized TVA -to make with the 
people of Memphis and the other cities 
of Tennessee. It brings about a funda
mental change, and it will force the 
TVA to sell or buy power at a high rate, 
making it impossible for it to operate 
efficiently and pay back the Federal 
Government in 40 years, as Congress has 
required it to do. So that this state
ment does not stand up, and I hope the 
President will go into this matter more 
deeply. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sena
tor from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. My question may not 
be in line with the point the Senator 
from Tennessee wishes to develop, and, 
if so, I hope he will ask that I postpone . 
asking it. But since the Bureau of the 
Budget has been brought into the mat
ter, may I inquire whether the Bureau 
of the Budget or any . other agency took 
any pains to obtain competitive bids 
from different private concerns for the 
construction of the proposed new plant? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am glad to talk 
about that matter, but let me finish the 
editorial from the Washington News. 

Then I .will answer the Senator's very 
pertinent question, because I wish to 
discuss that matter in a few minutes. 

I continue reading further from the 
editorial in the Washington News, which 
was carried in all the Scripps-Howard 
papers, including the two in Tennessee 
which printed the President's telegram 
of "maximum efficiency operation for 
the TVA." I read: 

If this were the delegated decision by Mr. 
Eisenhower, then some subordinate has out 
him in an absurd position. If he acted with 
all the facts before his eyes, then he misin
terpreted the facts. 

He ordered the contract despite the fact 
that the Budget Bureau and AEC .figures 
showed power from the private concerns 
would cost the Government at least $3,685,-
000 more a year than power bought from 
TVA at Paducah, Ky. The chief difference 
was in the fact that TV A paid no taxes while 
the private company did, and TVA got its 
money at a cheaper interest rate than the 
private company. So, Mr. Eisenhower or
dered AEC to pay all the private company's 
taxes; and the contract, if signed, would 
constitute a Government guaranty of the 
$100 million in 3.5-percent bonds the private 
company would issue to finance the plant. 

The President's decision means that over 
the minimum period of the contract, the 
minimum excess cost to the Government of 
this power from this private source would 
be $92,125,000. 

The basic fault of this proposed contract 
is that it forces the Atomic Commission 
into a field where it bas no business being. 
TV A needs more power at Memphis, not 
the AEC. But AEC is being used as a reluc
tant power broker. 

The next major fault lies in the waste 
of more than $92 million in Federal funds 
over the next 25 years. At the end of that 
time, the private powerplant, completely 
paid for with United States tax dollars, will 
remain the property of the private com
panies. 

Interpolating, let me say that this 
afternoon the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], the 
vice chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, said that the advantage 
of the pending proposal would be that 
the Congress would not have to appro
priate $100 million to enable the TVA to 
build the steam plant. I wish to point 
out that if the Congress appropriated 
$100 million, and if that amount were 
given to the TV A to build a steam plant, 
it would be a capital improvement, 
which would be repaid within 40 years. 
The plant would then belong to the 
Government. In the meantime the 
Atomic Energy Commission would have 
gotten much cheaper power, and the 
Government would not have lost be
tween $92 million and $107 million, 
which is the additional amount the · 
power of the Dixon-Yates group is going 
to cost. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield at this 
point to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PAYNE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Tennessee yield to the Senator from 
New Mexico? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. Has the Senator 

from Tennessee finished with the edi
torial? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
JiJ ew Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I was wondering 
whether the attention of the Senator 
from Tennessee had been called to the 
fact that the Bureau of the Budget pos
sibly gave the President quite a little bit 
of the type of advice the Senator from 
Tennessee has mentioned. I am refer
ring particularly to the fact that the 
figures of the Bureau of the Budget were 
prepared rather largely by the AEC to 
prove a point. I think I can best illus
trate that by calling attention to the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Tuesday of this 
week. On page 10379, I inserted into the 
RECORD the original statement prepared 
by the Bureau of the Budget, outlining 
the proposal received by the AEC from 
the sponsors-the Middle South Utilities, 
Inc., and the Southern Co. This is the 
outline the Bureau of the Budget sub
sequently withdrew, whereupon it sup
plied a different analysis. 

But the point to which I should like 
to call the attention of·the Senator from 
Tennessee is that in the table appearing 
in the middle of that page, there is a 
comparison of costs for power supplied 
under the Dixon-Yates proposal versus 
the cost to the Atomic Energy Commis
sion of power from TVA, from Paducah. 
If the Senator from Tennessee will ex
amine the table-and I shall be glad to 
let him use the copy of the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD for July 13 Which I now 
hold in my hand, if he so desires-he 
will see that in order to form a basis 
for comparison, they use 19 cents as the 
cost of 1 million B. t. u.'s of heat at these 
plants. In other words, in order to 
show that there is no great difference in 
cost, they use 19 cents per million 
B. t. u.'s at both places; but in the very 
next paragraph, in order to prove-as 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL
BRIGHT J was trying to prove this after
noon-that the AEC has been over
charged and robbed by the TV A, they 
show that the cost of fuel is 15% cents. 
That is shown in the very next para
graph. 

I am happy to show the table to the 
very able Senator from Tennessee. It 
appears on page 10379, and is a very sim
ple one, headed "Comparison of annual 
cost for power supply from Dixon-Yates 
proposal"-and so forth; and the last 
words are "19 cents per million British 
thermal units fuel cost." 

So, in order to show that there is no 
difference in cost between these two pro
posals, they use the figure 19 cents per 
million B. t. u.'s; but in the very next 
paragraph, in order to show that the 
TVA is robbing the AEC, they use the 
figure-under the contract-15% cents. 
So, you get it going and coming, so to 
speak. One arbitrary figure is used in 
order to prove there is no difference in 
cost, in order to prove that everything is 
about alike. But in the very next para
graph-absolutely · the very next para
graph, as anyone can see-they use 15% 
cents in order to prove there is an over
charge. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from New Mexico state 
again the page of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD? 

Mr. ANDERSON. It is on page 10379 
of the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD for Tues
day, July 13. 
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Mr. ffiCK.ENLOOPER. I thank the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, does the 
Senator from New Mexico mean that 
when it is undertaken to show that the 
Dixon-Yates proposal is reasonable, a 
fuel cost of 19 cents is assumed; but when 
it is undertaken to show that the TV A 
is charging too much, a different fuel 
cost is assumed? 

Mr. ANDERSON. There is no ques
tion that the TVA has a contract for 
fuel which will permit its cost to come 
down gradually, and they finally get it 
down to 15 % cents. The last sentence 
of the second paragraph in the third 
column on page 9939 reads: 

For 5.2 billion kilowatt-hours per year, this 
would result in a charge to AEC over and 
above TVA costs of approximat ely $3 mil
lion per year. 

That is the figure the able Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT] referred 
to this afternoon; and then he said these 
figures, that the TV A introduced into 
the record, show a difference of $5,500,-
000; and he said that is proof they are 
overcharging AEC $5,500,000, because 
they are charging them the same price. 

And actually, as I have said, the 19 
cents is used at one point in the table, 
in order to show that costs are about 
alike; but in the very next paragraph 
they say: 

However, a fair comparison of cost to TVA 
versus charges to AEC at Paducah was cal- ' 
culat ed using 35-year amortization-

And so forth. And it says: 
Under the TVA-AEC contract at Paducah 

at a fuel cost of 15¥2 cents the charge · to 
AEC would be 3.47 mills per kilowatt
hour--

Mr. GORE. Mr. President
Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Does the Senator from 

New Mexico realize that the distin
guished junior Senator from Arkansas 
rMr. FuLBRIGHT] used still a different 
fuel cost, in two of his calculations? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I would not blame 
the Senator from Arkansas for that, be
cause when 3 or 4 sets of figures are 
officially supplied, one naturally comes 
out with all sorts of rates. 

Mr. GORE. I notice that on one page 
of the speech of the distinguished junior 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], 
as it appears in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD-and let me say that I do not like 
to refer to this matter in his absence; 
but since it is relevant at this point, I 
hope he will not mind-he made a cal
culation based on 19 cents per million 
British thermal units ; and on the very 
next page he used a calculation based 
upon 17% cents per million British ther
mal units. So, we see 19 cents and 17 
cents and 15% cents assumed for pur
poses of calculations. 

Perhaps the Atomic Energy Commis
sion and t he Bureau of the Budget and 
the Federal Power Commission, when 
they arrived at a conclusion agreed upon 
by their experts, were using uniform cal
culations. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not criticize 
the Senator from Arkansas, and say that 
he became mixed up in his figures, be
cause actually the cost at Paducah is not 

19 cents. It is possible to find out what 
the cost is; and at the present time it is 
17.6 cents; and it will come down, under 
the long-term contract, to 15 Y2 cents, 
eventually. 

Mr. GORE. Is it not a fact that the 
rates the TVA has charged the AEC for 
power from Shawnee have come down, 
according to the cost of generating the 
power? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I would think so, 
because evidence was presented that the 
cost had gradually come down. That is 
in the record of the hearings. 

Mr. GORE. As I recall, the rate being 
charged this month was 3.56. In May 
it was 3.59. In January it was higher. 
Back at the time when a great deal of 
interim power was being bought, it was 
still higher; and as the cost of fuel comes 
down, so will the cost of power. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, let 
me say that I apologize to the Senator 
from Tennessee for interrupting this 
long; I did not mean to make so much of 
an interruption in his remarks. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is quite all 
right; I wish to have the Senator from 
New Mexico take his time. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Let me say that the page number I just 
·used is correct. It is page 1036. Mr. 
Nichols pointed out that in the first 3 
months of 1954, TVA's cost was 4.86 mills 
per kilowatt-hour; and EEI's was 5.08 
mills per kilowatt-hour. 

So far as I am concerned, that differ
ence does not reflect superior manage
ment, and so forth. It just so happens 
that TV A had been in business for a long 
time, and had firm supplies of fuel, and 
had large supplies of coal, and was able 
to effect economies because of that. 

I am saying that comparisons should 
be based upon similar figures. One set 
of figures should not be used to prove one 
thing, and another set of figures to prove 
something else. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Tennessee yield to 
me? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In a moment. 
I appreciate the Senator's observation. 

I think he has diagnosed the situation 
exactly correctly. In this connection, it 
should be pointed out-and I, too, am 
sorry the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT] is not present-that he made 
some complaint about the TV A selling 
power for 8 mills which it had pur
chased for an average of 5 mills. I 
know that the explanation was made 
that the AEC must have firm power. An 
average price of 5 mills for power pur
chased means that it is dump power, or 
whatever power might be available, all 
of which it cannot sell to AEC, because 
TVA requires a heavy load at night, 
whereas the AEC must have firm power. 

If we wish to compare side-by-side 
operations, most of the priorities were 
given to Electric Energies, Inc., at the 
steam plant. They were expected to 
beat the l'V A in their construction at 
Paducah. The TV A got its plants going 
much earlier, and at considerably less 
-cost. The TV A is now furnishing power 
at Paducah, as my colleague [Mr. GoRE] 

pointed out, for 3.56 mills. As to what 
the cost is going to be at the Electric 
Energies Joppa plant when it finally gets 
going, considering the big load placed 
upon it, no one can tell, but it has been 
estimated by the Atomic Energy Com
mission that the cost will be 4.2 mills a 
kilowatt. 

It should be pointed out that in th e 
atomic energy business, considering the 
amount of power the at omic energy 
plants at Oak Ridge, Portsmouth, and 
Paducah buy, a difference of 1 mill would 
cost the Government $50 million a year. 

So it seems to me that instead of push
ing the TVA around, as this contract 
would do, Members of the Senate and the 
people of the Nation ought to be eter
nally thankful to the Tennessee Valley 
Authority for being able to set a yard
stick at a low price for the sale of electric 
power to the atomic energy operations. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent. will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If the yardstick 
had been higher, the cost would have 
been very much greater. 

I now yield to the Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Referring to 

the statement a moment ago, as to the 
comparison between the fuel cost of 19 
cents a million B. t. u. 's at Paducah and 
the figure of 15% cents, as shown on 
page 10379 of the RECORD of July 13, 1954, 
it seems to me that the table was a com
parative table, both for the TV A and the 
Dixon-Yates proposal, based upon an 
assumed figure of 19 cents a million 
B. t. u. 's fuel cost. In the paragraph 
below it is stated: 

Correcting the 2.90 mills per kilowatt-hour 
from 18.4 cents per million B. t. u. fuel costs 
(used in arriving at the 2.96 mills) to the 
estimated fuel cost of 15¥2 cents that TVA 
indicated should prevail in the Paducah 
area and would be used as a basis for cal
culating charges to the AEC after January 
1, 1956, would result in an estimated cost to 
TVA of 2.84 mills per kilowatt-hour for 
power furnished by TV A to AEC at Paducah. 

So this is an estimate based upon an 
assumed fuel cost of 19 cents a million 
B. t. u.'s. Then the figures are revised, 
and it is said that if the cost is 15% 
cents, the estimate will be accordingly 
reduced. 

I do not follow the assumption of the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soN] that in the report referred to in 
the tables on page 10379 a fuel cost of 19 
cents a million B. t. u.'s is necessarily 
used as a yardstick in one case, and a 
fuel cost of 15% cents in the other. It 
is stated, in effect, that if goods cost 
19 cents a yard, the total cost will be 
so much, but if the cost of the goods is 
15% cents a yard, the total cost will be 
some other figure. That is why I think 
various figures representing costs are 
used to make comparisons. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Fuel never has cost 
the TVA 19 cents. In order to make it 
appear that the TVA cost is somewhere 
near what the Dixon-Yates group will 
charge, this table is issued for public 
consumption, showing a difference of 
$283,000. That is the figure which ·is 
used. Then in fine print it is acknowl
edged that in the comparison above too 
high a figure has been used, and that 
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probably what should have been used 
is the cost which the TVA actually has 
been paying. It never has paid 19 cents. 
The TVA has been paying whatever 
price it could get its fuel for. To show 
a true picture, the :figure of 15% cents 
should have been used in the table, 
which would have made the loss to the 
taxpayers of America nearer $137 mil
lion than $92 million, which even the 
At :::J mic Energy Commission and the Bu
reau of the Budget admit. 

I think the Senator from Iowa is cor
rect, in that the situation is explained 
in paragraph (h), but it seems to me 
that since the TVA has never paid 19 
cents a million B. t. u.'s, the TV A's own 
figures should have been used, because 
the TV A figures represent commitments 
with respect to the prices at which it 
could get coal. 

In that connection I think it is im
portant to say just a word further about 
the steam plant at Paducah--

Mr. GORE. Before the Senator comes 
to that subject, will he yield to me? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am very happy to 
yield to my colleague. 

Mr. GORE. There are two additional 
:figures which I should like to cite. As 
my colleague from Tennessee knows, it is 
auite unrealistic and almost meaningless 
to compare rates for two dissimilar elec
tric loads. If a comparison must be 
made in this context, perhaps the most 
relative comparison as between custom
ers would be a large private industrial 
consumer and a large AEC load at 
Paducah or Oak Ridge. Some effort has 
been made to show that the power sold 
at Memphis, Tenn., was cheaper than 
the power which the TV A was selling to 
the AEC plant at Paducah. I made in
quiry on that point, and I am advised 
that according to the contract, if a large 
demand consumer required power at 
Memphis, Tenn., today, the rate to such 
large consumer would be 3.71. Compare 
that rate with the rate for normal supply 
from the Shawnee plant to the AEC at 
Paducah for this month, the :figure being 
3.56. I believe those two :figures will ex
plode the-! was about to say ''spurious'-' 
charge; perhaps I should not use the 
word ''spurious." Perhaps some people 
are merely honestly misinformed. How
ever, I think it adds up to a smokescreen. 

The real issue here is not the merits of 
TV A. It has stood the test of time. The 
President did not make a choice between 
the Shawnee plant, which is already 
under construction, and some other 
plant. The choice was made between 
the construction of a steam plant by TV A 
at the Fulton site, just north of Mem
phis, and the proposal pending here for a 
contract with a private concern to build. a 
plant across the Mississippi from Mem
phis in Arkansas. The President did not 
make a choice among the irrelevant 
comparisons which are being made in 
this debate. The estimates submitted 
to the committee by the AEC, by the 
Bureau of the Budget, by TVA, and by 
the Federal Power Commission showed a 
comparison between two proposals, 
namely, the Fulton plant of the TV A on 
the Mississippi north of Memphis, and 
the new private plant just across the 
river from Memphis. 

If comparisons are insisted upon, then 
I submit the one I have just given to my 
able colleague is the most relevant as 
between individual customers; and if a 
comparison must be made as between 
different types of contracts, then we 
should stick to the comparison submitted 
to Congress by the agencies studying the 
program. I may say that no expert from 
either of those three agencies ever sug
gested that the comparison showed a 
smaller differential than $3 million plus 
a year in favor of TVA. TVA thought 
that estimate was not large enough. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank my col
league. I believe TV A proved that the 
estimate was not large enough. TV A 
has been uncannily accurate in living 
up to its estimates. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. To compare a 24-hour 

national defense load of an atomic en
ergy plant with an industrial plant which 
operates a shift at offpeak hours, and to 
say that they are alike, is about like say
ing that an egg and a golf ball are alike 
on three grounds; one, they are both 
white; two, they are both round in shape; 
three, they both have a smocth surface. 
But, Mr. President, if a golfer hits them 
with a club, he will :find there is a slight 
difference. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is a very in
teresting and useful analogy. 

Mr. GORE. Will not my colleague say 
it is profound? 

-Mr. KEFAUVER. I am very happy to 
add the word "profound," and.! am proud 
of my colleague for his spiri ted example. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Returning to 

the matter of the so-called 19 cents per 
million B. t. u.'s and 15% cents per mil
lion B. t. u.'s, and the fact that TVA pro
duced power based on the :figure of 15% 
cents per million B. t. u.'s, does the Sen
ator from Tennessee know where TVA 
gets it coal? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I know that 
TVA gets it coal by advertising for the 
lowest bidder, and by competitive bid
ding after due advertising. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Is it not a fact 
that TVA buys most of its coal from non
union mines? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do not believe 
that is a fact at all. I am sure it is not 
a fact. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am in
formed that it has been testified before 
the Committee on Appropriations that 
TVA coal is purchased at the lowest 
price it can get, and that most of it 
comes from nonunion mines. If that 
is so it would result in a considerable 
difference in the cost of production as 
compared with the cost of production 
of a private corporation, which is not 
free from pressures of that kind. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I say to the Sena
tor from Iowa that TVA is very meticu
lous about following the directions of 
Congress in connection with its pur
chases, whatever they may be. Congress 
requires coal and other materials TVA 
needs, and this is true of every Federal 

agency-to be purchased on a competi .. 
tive-bid basis. 

I am sure the Senator would not want 
TVA to violate the law as enacted by 
Congress. However, for the informa
tion of the Senator, TVA purchases most 
of its coal from mines in eastern Ten
nessee and eastern Kentucky, and con .. 
siderable coal that it purchases comes 
from southern Tilinois, and probably 
from some other States. My informa
tion is-and I believe it is true-that a 
large number of the mines in eastern 
Kentucky and eastern Tennessee are 
unionized. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I understand 
it to be true that a large number of the 
mines there are unionized. However, 
that was not my question. My question 
is, Where does TVA buy its coal? I am 
asking whether or not TV A buys most of 
its coal from nonunion mines. I am 
asking the Senator from Tennessee for 
information. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I will say frankly 
that I had hoped that at times TV A 
might pay a little more for coal in soma 
places, in order to enable some coal 
mines to operate, particularly coal mines 
which have had a rather difficult time 
meeting the low price TVA must pay. 
However, TV A gets all of its coal as a 
result of competitive bidding, pursuant 
to law. · 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am not ob .. 
jecting to TVA observing the law. I am 
merely asking whether the Senator can 
inform the Senate on that point. I am 
not criticizing TVA. I am seeking in-

.formation on the subject as to where, in 
fact , it gets at least the great bulk of its 
coal. Does it come from union mines or 
from nonunion mines? My information 
is that it comes from nonunion mines. I 
am not criticizing TVA. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. My information is 
that a large part of it comes from union 
mines. However, whatever the situation 
is, I do not think we can blame TV A for 
following the law. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am not 
blaming TVA. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. What was the pur .. 
pose of the Senator's question if he was 
not trying to disparage TV A? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No, indeed; I 
am not trying to disparage TVA. I am 
only trying to test the question of the 
claimed differential in the production of 
heat. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. What is the pur .. 
pose of the Senator's criticism? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The purpose 
of my question was that there has been 
som~ criticism, I understand, raised by 
the Senator from Tennessee and the 
Senator from New Mexico, that there 
might be some monkey business in the 
B. t. u. figure of 19 cents and the 15%
cent figure, which was the actual :figure 
that TV A has claimed, and I was merely 
trying to :find out where the difference 
in the cost for the production of the 
B. t. u.'s came from. Of course, coal 
produces the B. t. u.'s. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The 19%-cent rate 
is not the TV A figure. That is the as .. 
sumed :figure of the Bureau of the 
Budget or whoever it was that got up 
this table, and it was obtained out of 
thin air for the purpose of trying to 
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make the private power and TV A cost 
as near as possible in amount. That is 
not the TV A figure. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The 19-cent 
B. t. u. rate applied to both theoretical 
cases, as I understand. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That · is not a 
theory; that is an actuality. They 
ought not to apply a theory where there 
is an actual experience. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Then they 
translate that figure in the next para
graph and estimate it at 15% cents. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is like making 
a charge in a headline, and then farther 
down in the article saying that the head
line is not right, and what is meant is 
actually something else. I am sure that 
the Senator will agree that if they want
ed to get an actual comparison in the 
table they would have used 15 Y2 cents. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. They do use 
that figure. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. But only in fine 
print away down below, not in the com
parative table. 

At any rate, Mr. President, some criti
cism is made by the Senator from Ar
kansas that at presen~ TVA is charging 
a certain amount for power at Paducah. 
The fact is that TVA now has only four 
units in operation at Paducah. The 
Atomic Energy Commission must have 
a large excess of firm power. They asked 
TV A to get firm power at whatever price 
they had to pay for it, so as to be able to 
continue their operations. But when the 
final operation comes, the TVA price has 
been reduced and will probably be re
duced further at Paducah, to 3.56 mills 
per kilowatt, as my colleague from Ten
nessee stated. The Atomic Energy Com
mission hopes that the Joppa plant may 
be able to sell its power at 4.2 mills per 
kilowatt. Many persons think it is a 
rather optimistic hope. The Joppa con
struction program had high costs; it 
was slow getting into operation, and the 
power will cost much more. 

Quoting further from the editorial in 
the Washington News--

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

1'.-lr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Before the Senator reads 

the editorial I should like to ask him 
this question: Is it not correct that with
in the charges for electricity which the 
TVA makes to the Atomic Energy Com
mission there is a sufficient amount for 
depreciation and also a net return or 
from 4 to 5 percent, and that out of the 
net earnings the plant itself will be 
amortized? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. 
Mr. GORE. So that in this compari

son, taking the lowest figures that are 
submitted to us, the taxpayers of the 
country would save more than $90 mil
lion in the cost of power, but, at the 
same time, this will permit the complete 
repayment of the cost of the plant. At 
the end of the period the taxpayers will 
have recovered the complete cost of the 
plant and saved themselves more than 
$90 million, by the lowest estimate, and 
still have the plant completely paid for 
and ready to continue production. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is en
tirely correct about that. I think the 
argument that at the end of 40 years, 

or whatever the depletion time is, the 
property will not be worth anything, is 
not fully correct, because these great 
steam plants are wonderful structures. 
Steam plants are now constructed 
with more modern boilers and burners. 
The stacks and all the underground op
eration will still be there, so that a mod
ern steam plant, built with the ability 
to replace parts from time to time to 
keep it modern, according to engin~ers 
with whom I have talked, will continue 
to have a large value even after it has 
been fully amortized. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. P resident will 
the Senator from TennesEee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 

in addition to the amortization of the 
physical investment, TVA has paid into 
the Public Treasury additional sums 
which will be more than sufficient to 
meet the interes t charges on long-term 
borrowings by the Government, and that 
this is in addition to the amortization? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. 
That is what the record shows. It is 
correct if the TVA is allowed to operate 
e.fficiently. Of course, if we are going 
to hamstring it and :force it to buy high
priced power, to build lines across the 
Mississippi River, and put it into such a 
position that it cannot continue to serve 
its customers and is afraid to expand, 
then I must say that CongreEs Ehculd 
not blame the TVA if it is unable to meet 
its obligations. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The critics of TVA 
sometimes advance the argument that 
since the TVA is not contractually bound 
to pay interest in addition to the amor
t ization of the capital investment, there
fore TVA is receiving a favor. But, as 
a matter of fact, does not the record in
dicate that the surplus earnings turned 
back into the Public Treasury have been 
more than equal to the long-time bor
rowing costs of the Federal Government, 
so that even though TV A may not be 
contractually bound, it has nevertheless 
performed? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The S :mator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. The Senator was referring 

a little while ago to the table on page 
10379 of the RECORD of Tuesday, July 13, 
which I understand was compiled by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. Is it not 
interesting that in a table in which the 
Atomic Energy Commission is seeking 
to show what might be called a differ
ence of cost of production between the 
Dixon-Yates proposal and the TVA 
Paducah contract, the Commission sets 
forth a price of 19 cents per million 
B. t. u.'s for fuel costs? Was that be
cause the Commission was trying to show 
that there was not much difference be
tween the TVA cost and the Dixon-Yates 
cost, whereas, in subdivision (h) on the 
same page the Commission shows 15% 
cents as the fuel cost because it is trying 
to show how much the TVA was charg
ing the Atomic Energy Commission? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 
Mr. HILL. Where the Commission 

was trying to establish how little dif
ference there was it showed the 19-cent 

cost for both, and where it was trying 
to show that the TV A was charging the 
Atomic Energy Commission too much 
it used the lower figure of 15% cents. ' 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator is en
tirely correct. That was brought out a 
little while ago by the distinguished 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soN]. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. I asl{ed the Senator to 

yield because I think we have one real 
prospect of support seated to my left, 
and I wish to use this moment to cast 
another bit of enlightenment upon this 
unjust proposal. I shall not identify the 
Senator, but I wish--

Mr. T HYE. Mr. President, may I ask 
in which position the Senator from Ten
nessee is standing? He refers to the 
~enator on his left, and I should like to 
be certain who that Senator is. 

Mr. GORE. I am revolving at this 
moment, but I must say that I have 
pinned some hopes u.pon my distin
guished colleague from Minnesota as 
well as upon certain other Senators. 
With the indulgence of my colleague 
from Tennessee I have pointed out tllat 
the Bureau of the Budget, the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and the Federal 
Power Commission compared two pro
pomls. Let us not be confused by ex
traneous comparisons. One was the 
proposal for TVA to build a plant on one 
side of the Mississippi River, 35 miles 
north of Memphis; the other, the Dixon
Yates proposal of a contract with the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

I have Epoken of the savings. This is 
not fictitious; this is what was submit
ted to Congress by the agencies of the 
Government. Thus they are agreed on 
the estimates. TVA estimated its sav
ings to the taxpayers at more than $5 
million a year, even though during the 
life of this contract the taxpayers would 
save more than $90 million, by the lowest 
estimate, and at the same time the plant 
would be paid for and owned completely. 
But there is this important additional 
fact. Someone will say, "Oh, but it is a 
private concern that will be paying 
taxes." Mr. President, this is an un
usual proposal. It is remarkable. The 
directive to the AEC is to negotiate an 
unusual contract. The Atomic Energy 
Commission is directed to enter into or 
to negotiate a contract, ty which the 
Atomic Energy Commission would reim
burse the private corporation for all of 
its taxes, municipal, county, State, Fed
eral, ad valorem, excise, income, and 
fees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the 
Chair understand that the senior Sen
ator from Tennessee had yielded the 
:floor? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. No; I yield for a 
question. 

Mr. GORE. Does my colleague agree 
with me upon those observations? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I agree with my 
colleague. I agree also that the Federal 
G overnment would be stuck, no matter 
how high the county might raise the ad 
valorem tax. It could be raised to dou
ble or higher. Contractually, the Fed-
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eral Government would be stuck with 
whatever taxes had to be paid. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I have an under

standing that I will occupy the chair 
with in a few minutes. I was occupying 
the chair during a part of the Senator's 
discussion on this subject. I desire to 
ask one or two questions before I resume 
that honorable position. 

It is true, is it not, that the TVA want
ed to build a steam plant above Memphis 
at one time? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; at a place 
called Fulton, Tenn. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. North of Mem
phis. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. TVA asked author
ity to build a steam plant at Fulton, 
Tenn. 

Last year the TV A appeared before 
the Appropriations Committee. At that 
time it was said that the need for addi
tional electricity would be considered, 
and a decision would be made this year. 
This year, again, the TVA asked for 
authority to construct a steam plant, 
and that is when this proposal came up. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I wish to ask the 
Senator if the proposed contract, which 
I understand has not been entered into 
yet, does not suggest, in effect, a wheel
ing agreement? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. No, I do not think 
it is a wheeling agreement at all. It is a 
proposal which will make it impossible 
for the TVA to have its own sources of 
supply for its own power. It is an effort 
to cut off the TV A power supply. It is 
not a wheeling agreement. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Is it not true 
that the agreement, if it should be 
entered into, would be precisely the 
same type of wheeling arrangement 
which, for instance, is in existence in 
Arizona and, I am certain, in the other 
States contiguous to Arizona, which use 
power from Hoover Dam, Davis Dam, 
and Parker Dam, the power being 
wheeled out of a pool, with both private 
and public generating sources contribut
ing to the pool? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. This proposal has 
no similarity to the situation described 
by the Senator from Arizona, because 
the testimony is that not one kilowatt 
from the proposed steam plant would 
ever reach the AEC. · 

Mr. GOLDWATER. But, as I under
stand, power genera ted from the steam 
plant would be put into the pool or into 
the wheel at Memphis. A kilowatt gen
erated at the steam plant might not 
wind up in Paducah, but a kilowatt 
generated at the TVA could wind up at 
Paducah, relieving the kilowatts gener
ated at other places for use throughout 
the system. Is not that correct? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. No. Every kilo
watt produced at Paducah comes di
rectly from the TV A steam plant there. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I do not think 
the Senator quite understands what I 
am getting at. I want to make certain. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The TVA has its 
Shawnee plant at Paducah, where every 
kilowatt produced would go directly to 
the atomic energy works. 

The proposal in the bill is simply an 
effort to let private power companies 
become a source of supply for the TV A. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a comment on 
that particular point? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion, or for whatever I may yield. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I shall be glad 
to couch my comment in the form of a 
question. 

I will ask the Senator if the Johnson
ville steam plant was not sold to the 
country and to the Committee on Ap
propriat ions on the theory that it was 
urgently needed for the Atomic Energy 
Commission ; if it is just as far away 
as the West Memphis plant; and if not 
a kilowatt of electric energy from the 
West Memphis plant ever goes into the 
atomic-energy plant in the northern part 
of Tennessee, by the same token not one 
kilowatt of Johnsonville production will 
ever get into the atomic-energy plant. 
Yet, that was the theory upon which the 
Johnsonville steam plant was sold to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and the 
TV A has been practicing a replacement 
power policy for years. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think the Sena
tor is mistaken about that. I shall have 
to disagree with him. I was in Congress 
when the Johnsonville steam plant was 
built. The facts were that if the TV A 
was going to be able to have sufficient 
power to meet its commitments around 
Knoxville, where the Oak Ridge atomic 
energy plant is located, and also its 
growing commitments in middle and 
west Tennessee, there had to be addi
tional power, there had to be additional 
facilities. So it was for the general 
power needs in the area that the new 
Johnsonville plant was built. 

The point about the proposal before 
the Senate is that the Dixon-Yates con
tract would not affect one iota the op
eration of the TV A at Paducah in fur
nishing power to the atomic energy 
works there. The TVA will continue to 
furnish exactly what it has been fur
nishing there from the Shawnee plant. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. May I ask where 

the great need for power is at present 
in the TV A grid or pool? Is it at Pa
ducah? Is it at Memphis? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The great need is 
in · the Memphis area. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Would it not be 
more sensible to build a new plant near 
Memphis than to build another steam 
plant near Paducah, and have to push 
that power to Memphis? Would not 
that be wiser? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is what the 
TV A has been proposing. The TV A de
sires to build a steam plant at Fulton_, 
Tenn., in order to take care of its cus
tomers. 

In that connection, last year the TVA 
asked for such authority, and did so 
again this year. As a matter of right 
and law, the TVA should be able to op
erate its organization so as to itself meet 
the increasing demands of customers in 
this area, just as any other utility does. 
The TV A wants to build a steam plant 
near Memphis. 

What is being done in this case is 
something which has no relation to 
Paducah, because it does not cut down 
the amount of energy which would come 
from the TV A steam plant there. It is 
simply that private power companies 
want to get into the power business in 
west Tennessee. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That leads me to 
what will be my final 1 or 2 questions, 
because I am already 1 or 2 minutes 
beyond the time when I am scheduled 
to relieve the Senator from Maine as the 
Presiding Officer. 

Is the TV A system operating at any 
lesser percentage of its total capacity to
day than it was, say, in the fall of 1952? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The TVA system is 
operating very near its total capacity. 
Its officials tried to keep out of operation 
certain small old steam plants which are 
very expznsive to operate for the genera
tion of power. The TVA, however, is 
operating very near its capacity. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator 
from Arizona was presiding over the Sen
ate when he heard the Senator from 
Tennessee, during a certain colloquy, re
mark about the promises made by the 
President of the United States, then 
Candidate Eisenhower, to the effect that 
the TVA would maintain its present rate 
of production, or that TV A would not be 
interfered with. The Senator from Ten
nessee said that if th~ proposed contract 
were eutered into such action would be 
dishonorable. In view of the fact that 
present capacities are being utilized, I am 
at a loss to understand the concern on 
the part of the Senators from the Ten
nessee Valley area, over the fact that a 
private group has come along and said, 
"Because Congress, in its wisdom, has 
said there will be no more steam plants 
for the TV A, we will provide the people 
of that area with the additional power." 
I shoul1 like to remark that I do not feel 
it is right to criticize the President of the 
United States on the floor of the Senate 
for something which has not happened, 
and, from all indications, is not about to 
happen. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I hope it will not 
happen again that the contract under 
discussion will be signed. But let me 
say it is not only those but we from the 
Tennessee Valley area who are criticizing 
the President; the President's best 
friends are criticizing him for the deal 
that is about to be put over. The great 
Scripps-Howard newspapers, which are 
published in Tennessee and throughout 
other sections of the United States, and 
which have always supported the Presi
dent, are criticizing him. The New York 
Times, the Chattanooga Times, the 
Washington Post, the Milwaukee Jour
nal, and other newspapers all over the 

. Nation, as well as the President's own 
Atomic Energy Commission, are criti
cizing him. 

Make no mistake about it, the pur
pose of the proposed contract is to put 
the TVA at the met·cy of private power 
companies, who have always wanted to 
chip it off, raise the rates, and obtain 
business in some of the territory of west 
Tennessee. The companies are going a 
long and expensive way around in order 
to accomplish those purposes. I say it is 
outrageous. It is not in keeping with 
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the President's promise. It is not in 
keeping with the solemn pledge which 
he gave to the people of Tennessee. It 
is a perversion of the Atomic Energy Act 
to allow the Commission to be used for 
something for which it was never formed. 
The Commission was never supposed to 
go into the business of furnishing pow
er to the Tennessee Valley area and the 
people of Tennessee, and any amount of 
strained construction cannot make it 
that way. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to my col
league from Tennessee for a question. 

Mr. GORE. One of my prospects has 
departed from the Chamber, but as long 
as I have one, I wish to point out to him, 
and also to point out to my friend the 
Senator from Arizona, whom I do not 
regard as a prospect for support on this 
issue, that I have approached this ques
tion not only as a Senator from the Ten
nessee Valley area but I have said that 
the question of TV A in this matter was 
secondary. I think there is a broader 
question involved. There is at stake and 
at issue the question of the independence 
and integrity of the whole structure of 
independent agencies of this Govern
ment. Here is the most vital single 
agency in the entire free world, with the 
power of the atom, and perhaps our de
fense, in its hands. This vital agency 
has been prostituted to a purpose unre
lated to its program. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I shall in just a moment. 
I want to be courteous to the Senator 
from Arizona, even though I do not re
gard him as a prospect. I hope I have 
one other Senator under conviction. 

The Atomic Energy Commission has 
not requested this additional power. 
Who has requested it? The TVA did 
not request this plant. The people of 
Memphis did not request the plant. 
Who did request it? I know of no re
quest of record. However, we are told 
it was proposed by certain individuals 
to the Atomic Energy Commission. 
What did that Commission do? Three 
out of the five commissioners took the 
position that the proposal was beyond 
its legal authority and beyond the scope 
of its program. I am not sure whether 
they also said it was against the public 
interest. Three out of the five com
missioners took a position against the 
proposal. Yet they are ordered-they 
are directed-to undertake something 
beyond their program, beyond the needs 
of the Commission, and beyond any re
sponsibility which the Congress has ever 
assigned to it. If that can be done to 
the Atomic Energy Commission, what 
will prevent a similar thing being done 
to the Federal Communications Com
mission, the Federal Trade Commission, 
and other independent or quasi-judicial 
bodies? 

Mr. CAPEHART . . Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the senior Senator from Tennessee yield 
the floor, or does he yield for a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. GORE. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from Tennessee may 
yield in order that I may respond to the 
questions of the distinguished Senator 
from Indiana. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GORE. I made a unanimous
consent request. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am a little over
due in the chair. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator yield for that purpose? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I yield for the 
unanimous ... consent request. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. When the junior 
Senator from Tennessee was drawing the 
parallel between the golf ball and the 
egg, I got the yolk. 

Mr. GORE. I hope the Senator bene
fited from it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I do not get the 
yolk for this particular point because I 
do not see how AEC is any more involved 
as a power broker when it is acting in 
this capacity than is REA when it con
tracts, under the same conditions, to 
handle power. 

Mr. GORE. I should like to point out 
that the REA is a power agency. Let 
me point out, on the contrary, to the 
Senator how nebulous is the color of 
authority for doing what is being done. 
Last year the Atomic Energy Commis
sion asked for an amendment to the 
Atomic Energy Act. The Commission's 
reason for asking for an amendment 
was that the private concerns which had 
joined together to construct a plant near 
Paducah, Ky., called the Joppa plant, 
were having difficulty selling their bonds, 
because there was no specific provision 
in the act relating to that particular 
contract and the cancellation clause. 
When the proposed amendments were 
submitted to the joint committee, I am 
told that it read as follows: 

The Commission is authorized, without re
gard to se<:tion 3679 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended, to enter into new contracts. 

I shall not read the whole section. 
The committee wanted to pin the au
thority down. The committee did not 
think that the authority granted should 
be too broad. How did the committee 
make it read? By specifying the AEC 
facilities by name. 

I believe I am correct in saying the 
following is the procedure, if my col
leagues will look at page 79, line 17 of 
the bill: 

The Commission is authorized in connec
tion with the construction or operation of 
the Oak Ridge, Paducah, and Portsmouth 
installations of the Commission-

And, mind you, those were specified 
by the amendment of the committee. 

When the amendment was reported by 
the committee, the vice chairman of the 
joint committee, the distinguished Sen
ator from Iowa [Mr. Hl:CKENLOOPER], 
told the Senate that one of the pur
poses of the amendment was to keep 
the Atomic Energy Commission out of 
the power business. Now this term ''in 
connection with" is so stretched that 
they propose to make a contract with a 

concern that has not even been formed, 
and to put into business more than 200 
miles away from the nearest one of these 
plan ts, and give it a ·guaranteed profit 
and immunity from all taxes for the 
purpose of producing power for TVA. 
I say that is the second largest question 
involved. 

The fir st, I think, is the integrit y and 
indepen dence of not only this independ
ent agency, but all the others. 

The second is the stretching of the 
meaning of an amendment to a provi
sion of law far beyond the intent of the 
Congress and beyond any reasonable 
int erpretation. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Tennessee will yield for 
a moment, let me say that, in statements 
before congressional commit tees and in 
statements in public, officials of the TVA 
have said in complaining tones that the 
AEC is using up too much of their power, 
and that it was at the Government's re
quest that the AEC be furnished power. 
The plant at Paducah-! keep going back 
to this point-furnishes power for the 
AEC. If the AEC needs more electricity, 
it is more economical, in my opinion, to 
wheel the power from some place near, 
where there might be an overage, and 
build a plant at Memphis, where the 
power is needed at the present time. 
That is all this amounts to, and I think, 
under the amendment the Senator from 
Tennessee read, the authority is there. 

Mr. GORE. I know the Senator from 
Arizona sincerely believes that, but the 
testimony before the joint committee 
does not bear it out at all, nor does the 
Bureau of the Budget statement, nor 
does the statement of the experts who 
appeared. The purpose of this contract, 
as specified, is to furnish power to the 
Memphis area. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I understand. 
Mr. GORE. None of this power is for 

the Atomic Energy Commission. There 
is no wheeling, there is no replacement, 
there is no question of need at Paducah 
for this additional power. That plant is 
supplied with a firm contract. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator says 
this private power will not be put into 
the wheel, at all--

Mr. GORE. It is so testified. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Does the Senator 

say it will not be put into the wheel at 
all? 

Mr. GORE. I am not sure I know what 
the Senator from Arizona means by 
"wheel." 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I mean the power 
is taken from the plant producing it, and 
is put into the general pool. In the West 
we are forced to do that; and we have 
worked it out on a two-way-street basis, 
whereby the power from the Government 
plants is put into the wheel and the 
power from the private utility plants is, 
also. 

Mr. GORE. I do not have the exact 
quotation at hand, but I shall cite it to 
the able Senator from Arizona. Com
missioner Smyth testified that, tech
nically, not one kilowatt of this power 
will ever be used at an atomic facility. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I think the Sen
ator from Tennessee misunderstands the 
term "wheel." I shall be glad to ex
plain it to him privately, as I use it. 
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In conclusion, I wish to thank both 

the Senators from Tennessee. 
In view of the fact that the Senator 

said the big Tennessee newspapers are 
against this proposal, I wish to say that 
we in the West find the bigger the calf 
gets, the harder it is to wean; and they 
bawl down there, just like a big calf 
does when we try to take it away from 
its mother. 

Mr. GORE. Which calf is the Senator 
from Arizona talking about? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The calf's name 
is Tennessee Valley Authority-a beauti
ful, big calf that is growing fatter and 
fatter-at the expense of the taxpayers. 

Mr. GORE. But that is not the ques
tion involved here. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I agree with the 
Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I have been trying to in
dicate that this matter involves ques
tions which, in my opinion, are more im
portant than the TVA-important as I 
1·egard it. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I agree with the 
Senator from Tennessee. I could not 
agree more with him; and I am sorry to 
hear the TVA keeps creeping into his 
matter. The whole debate so far has 
been on the TV A. 

Mr. GORE. I think it is a smoke
screen. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The whole debate 
so far has been on the TVA, not on the 
proposed amendments to the Atomic En
ergy Act, or even on the contract--which 
I agree with the Senator from Tennessee 
might stand some scrutiny. 
· Mr. GORE. I assure the Senator from 
Arizona that, in any statement I have 
made on this matter, I have approached 
it from the point of vlew I have just de
scribed. 

Yesterday almost all the debate seemed 
to put the TVA on trial. Well, the TVA 
was acquitted, though not at issue. 

The question here at issue is this im
provident contract and the subversion of 
the Atomic Energy Commission to a pur
pose unrelated to its program. So I am 
delighted to join the able Senator from 
Arizona in putting the matter on that 
basis, and when I address the Senate 
tomorrow, I shall attempt to confine my 
remarks to this level. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I shall be here to 
hear the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
should like to say to the junior Senator 
!rom Tennessee [Mr. GoRE]--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER] yield for that purpose? 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I obtained 
unanimous consent for that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that if the present occu
pant of the chair continues to be in the 
chair much longer, he will insist upon 
the regular order, and will insist that a 
Senator having the fioor may yield only 
!or questions. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
shall ask a question. 

First, I am sure the able Senator real
izes that all of us are very, very fond of 
Tennessee; we love the Senator very 
much. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am sure the Sen
ator from Tennessee is aware of that; 
is he not? 

My second question is, ''Why do you 
in Tennessee and in the Tennessee Val
ley insist on expanding everywhere? 
Why are you not satisfied with what you 
have? Why do you wish to take in the 
entire United States? We are very happy 
that you have the Tennessee Valley and 
TVA. Why do you not confine it to Ten
nessee? Why, whenever the matter of 
expansion of the TV A comes up, do you 
go right into action? Are you afraid we 
are going to take the TVA away from 
you? We are not going to do that, but 
we are going to be opposed to this expan
sion of TV A. Regardless of what the 
able Senator may have said a moment 
ago, my best judgment is that this whole 
fight is over the fact that private indus
try wishes to put in a plant near Mem
phis. If that is not true, I wish the able 
Senators from Tennessee would so state. 

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator from 
Indiana, for whom I have a high re
gard. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I thank the Senator 
from Tennessee, and I know that is true. 

Mr. GORE. I think he may be sur
prised at my reply . . I am opposed to ex
pansion of the TV A service area. The 
task of securing sufficient generating 
capacity for the present service area of 
the TV A is a man-size job for the repre
sentatives of that area, I assure the Sen
ator from Indiana. There is no dispo
sition on my part, nor do I know of a 
disposition on the part of any Senator 
from the area or any Representat-ive 
from the area to expand the service 
area of the TV A. Many persons mis
understand and believe that we are 
attempting to expand the service area 
of the TVA. The other day, when the 
President of the United States referred 
to the expansion of the TVA, I fear that 
many persons thought his reference was 
to expansion of the service area. There 
is another type of expansion. It so hap
pens that the same word is used in both 
instances. I refer to the expansion of 
generating facilities within the area to 
meet the growing needs of the area. It 
is this latter expansion about which I 
have been concerned. I do not want to 
see the service area of TV A expanded. 
In his press statements the President 
referred to the fact that the proposed 
TVA plant on the Mississippi River 
would be on the periphery of the TV A 
area, and that therefore there was some 
indication that TV A wanted to push its 
service area across the Mississippi Riv
er. I have never heard any indication 
that TVA wants to cross the Mississippi 
River to expand its service area, and I 
will resist it if that ever happens. 

The proposed private steam plant, sub
sidized and guaranteed a profit, with 
reimbursement of taxes, is on the pe
riphery of the service area of the Ar
kansas Power & Light Co. In this in
stance the proposal is for the private 
power combine to cross the Mississippi 
River into the TVA service area. That 
is important, but I would list it as third 
in importance among the questions be
fore the United States Senate. Does 
that answer the Senator's question? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Why is the Senator 
opposed to the private plant? 

Mr. GORE. I shall be very glad to 
relate the reasons briefly. I shall relate 
them at considerable length, I hope, 
tomorrow. 

First, the Atomic Energy Commission 
is being ordered, over its objection, to 
make a contract by which the AEC will 
become a power broker. I think we 
ought to keep the Atomic Energy Com
mission at the job of controlling the 
atom. I think it has sufficient functions 
in that regard. 

Mr. CAPEHART. What the Senator 
really thinks is that it ought to buy all 
its power from TV A. Is not that what 
the Senator really thinks? 

Mr. GORE. I wish I could talk to the 
Senator at length. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I do, too. I have 
been here for 10 years, now, and have 
listened to the Senators from Tennessee. 
Every time any question arises which 
affects TV A anywhere, they rush into 
the fray. 

My point is that we are delighted that 
Tennessee has the TVA. We want Ten
nessee to keep it. But please allow the 
rest of us in Arkansas, Indiana, Ohio, 
and other parts of the country to do 
things the way we like to do them. 

We are happy to help Tennessee, and 
have helped Tennessee in the past. We 
appropriated millions of dollars to start 
TVA. We were happy to do it. There 
are other TVA's in the United States 
which we might help . to get started. 
Once TVA is started, why are not the 
Senators from Tennessee happy and 
satisfied, and willing to leave the rest 
of us alone to work out our own prob
lems, instead of trying to enforce public 
ownership of power on all of us? Some 
of us do not want it. 

Mr. GORE. I appreciate the generous 
attitude of the Senator from Indi
ana--

Mr. CAPEHART. If I am mistaken, 
please tell me. 

Mr. GORE. I know that the Senator 
from Indiana would like to be well in
formed on the subject. He indicated 
that my concern was that the Atomic 
Energy Commission buy all its power 
from the TV A. It so happened that at 
the time the Paducah plant was under 
consideration I was serving as acting 
chairman of an appropriations subcom
mittee on the other side of the Capitol. 
I conducted the hearings on the expan
sion of the atomic energy program, the 
construction of the plant at Paducah. 
and also the H-bomb plant at Savannah. 

The question of power supply arose. 
At first the Atomic Energy Commission 
asked that the TV A furnish all the 
power. The junior Senator from Ten
nessee, then a Representative from Ten
nessee, did not make that suggestion. 
Later representatives of the Atomic En
ergy Commission came before my sub
committee and suggested that it might 
be able to secure one-half the power 
from a private power combine at rates 
equal to those available from TVA. I 
said, "Good." 

Mr. CAPEHART. Congratulations. I 
am for the Senator. 

Mr. GORE. I conducted the hearings. 
I led the debate-at least, I made the 
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first speech, if that is leading the debate 
on the bill. I helped to pilot the bill 
through the House of Representatives. 
It then went to conference with the 
senate and eventually became law. 
Through that action the private power 
Joppa plant was built to furnish one· 
half the power at Paducah. 

Does that indicate to the Senator from 
Indiana that he was correct in his atti· 
tude that I was burning with a desire 
that the Atomic Energy Commission buy 
every kilowatt of its power from the 
TVA? 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator stated 
a moment ago that there was a shortage 
of power in the TVA area. The Sen~tor 
from Tennessee stated that power ex· 
pansion was needed within the TVA 
area. That may well be true. 

Mr. GORE. That is correct. 
Mr. CAPEHART. The President of 

the United States wants to see a private 
powerplant built west of Memphis. 

Mr. GORE. The Senator asked me 
why I opposed it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes. 
Mr. GORE. I have given the Senator 

one answer, briefly. He asked me a fur· 
ther question. I now give him the sec· 
ond reason. 

I think the Atomic Energy Commis· 
sion, by complying with the order, would 
be breaking faith with the Congress and 
would be entering into a contract be
yond the intent of the Congress when 
we enacted this law and beyond any 
reasonable legal interpretation of its 
authority. 

The third reason--
Mr. CAPEHART. Does not the 

Atomic Energy Commission have to buy 
electricity somewhere? 

Mr. GORE. The Atomic Energy Com. 
mission has all the electricity it needs 
at Paducah. This power is not for the 
Atomic Energy Commission. It is for 
Memphis. 

I come to the third reason. This is 
an improvident and unwise contract, 
without competitive bidding. It is tailor
made, whereby 1 concern, and 1 only, 
can successfully compete. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Would the Senator 
be in favor of it if the contract were 
thrown open to competitive bidding and 
half a doien firms were permitted to 
bid. 

Mr. GORE. If the Government needed 
the power--

Mr. CAPEHART. The Government, of 
course, never needs power, but indus· 
tries need it. 

Mr. GORE. I! the Atomic Energy 
Commission needed power--

Mr. CAPEHART. The Atomic Energy 
Commission happens to be a governmen
tal agency at the moment. It needs 
power. 

Mr. GORE. If the Atomic Energy 
Commission needed power for its own 
program, and entered into a contract 
with due competition, I would support 
it. But those elements are not present. 

Mr. CAPEHART. If the Atomic En· 
ergy Commission buys power from the 
private plant about which we are talk
ing, and which is proposed to be con· 
structed, that will release power which 
it is getting from some other source, to 
go in other directions, will it not? 

Mr. GORE. That is not true. It was 
so testified. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Is the Senator sure 
he understands how these powerplants 
operate, and the method of interchang· 
ing power? Perhaps I do not. 

Mr. GORE. The able Senator and I 
have at least one thing in common. 
Neither of us would claim to be a power 
expert. 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is correct; 
but I do know how power is exchanged. 

Mr. GORE. The experts who testi
fied tell me that there is no problem of 
wheeling or replacement. As a matter 
of fact, the statement of the Bureau of 
the Budget refutes that implication. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I rose principally 
to say that, fond as I am of the two Sen
ators from Tennessee, and of the State 
of Tennessee and its people, and happy 
as I am to see the great development in 
the Tennessee Valley in power, indus
tries, flood control, and all that, I ask 
the Senators from Tennessee if they will 
not allow the rest of us in the United 
States to run our own business. Cannot 
the Senators from Tennessee and the 
people of Tennessee be satisfied with 
what they have? That is what I rose 
to say. 

Mr. GORE. I appreciate the Sena· 
tor's attitude. I am delighted with the 
opportunity to disabuse his mind of a 
few misapprehensions and some misin
formation. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I have been a Mem. 
ber of this body for 10 years, and that 
has been my observation, as a result of 
merely sitting and listening. 

Mr. GORE. Have I not disabused the 
Senator's mind of certain misconcep· 
tions? 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator has 
been here only a couple of years. I hope 
he is the exception to the rule. 

Mr. GORE. Have not the answers 
which I have supplied the Senator been 
convincing? 

Mr. CAPEHART. They have been 
fairly convincing. But here is a private 
plant going in west of Memphis. Every 
time the question of additional steam 
plants arises, the Senators from Ten· 
nessee go into action right there. The 
impression they leave with me is that 
they are afraid that we are trying to take 
TVA away from them. 

Mr. GORE. I am afraid of that. I 
would not minimize the importance of 
this invasion of the TV A service area. 
I think this is the first step toward the 
dismemberment of the TVA service area. 
I think this private power combine is try· 
ing to grab the Memphis service area, but 
I do not list that as of first importance. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It would be impos
sible to destroy all the power and the 
physical properties in the TV A area. 
The worst that could happen, which I 
think might well be a good thing, would 
be to have it sold to private industry and 
h ave private industry operate it and fur
nish the power, instead of the Govern
ment doing it. The people of that region 
would still have the physical properties 
and there would still be as much energy 
and as many lights available. I am 
happy and delighted that the Senator's 
State has all of that. However, my 
philosophy has always been and always 

will be that there are times for the 
Federal Government to step in and help 
get something started, but that when it 
is started the Government should get out 
and take the money and start something 
somewhere else, instead of expanding 
something all over the United States. 

Mr. GORE. The people of Memphis 
were ser ved some years ago by the pri
vate power combine. They put it to 
referendum and it was voted out 16 to 1. 
Now by this proposal the Atomic Energy 
Commission, which is not an electric 
power agency, is used as a tool to turn 
the people of Memphis over to the same 
outfit they had voted out by a vote of 
16 to 1. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It is really a fight 
between public power and private power, 
then. 

Mr. GORE. It is not. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Of course it is. 

Why should we try to fool ourselves? 
Mr. GORE. That is a part of it, but 

let us not overlook the more important 
issues. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
enjoyed the colloquy between the Sena
tor from Indiana and my distinguished 
colleague, and I believe my distinguished 
colleague has given very illuminating 
answers as to the bad points about the 
proposed contract. There is little I can 
add. However, I should like to point 
out to the Senator from Indiana that at 
an Appropriation Committee hearing, 
a number of representatives of private 
power companies operating around the 
TV A area testified that their relations 
with TVA have always been very pleas
ant, and that never once has TVA tried 
to expand beyond the service limit which 
Congress had itself fixed for TVA. The 
Senator from Indiana should bear in 
mind that Congress itself in 1939 gave 
TV A the responsibility of serving power 
in certain areas. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Congress could have 
been wrong about it, of course. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If it is to be 
changed, let it be done directly, not by 
a perversion of AEC. Congress gave TV A 
a responsibility for a certain area, and 
TVA has never tried to get out of that 
area. I join my colleague in saying that 
if TV A ever attempted to do so, I would 
fight the attempt. However, if TV A has 
the responsibility of servicing that area, 
if TV A is to amortize its investment in 
40 years, if it is to operate with the maxi
mum e:fficiency, as the President of the 
United States promised it would, then 
I do not want the Atomic Energy Com· 
mission running TV A. Any utility ought 
to be able-and this is all we ask for the 
Tennessee Valley Authority-to antici
pate the increasing demands of its cus
tomers, whether it may be gas or elec
tricity, or whatever it may be, and they 
ought to be able to fill the demands of 
those customers. That is all we ask. 

I believe the Senator from Indiana will 
agree with me that it is a matter of in
tegrity in Government not to allow an 
agency, which never was organized to 
go into the power business, to build a 
plant for the purpose of furnishing it 
to TV A, when not one kilowatt of it 
would go to atomic-energy work. They 
have their own plant. They do not need 
the additional electricity in Paducah. 

. 
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The main purpose of it is to place TV A 
at the mercy of private power companies 
in the purchase of power. That is not 
keeping the bargain. It is not fair for 
the agency, upon whom we place there
sponsibility of amortizing its investment 
in 40 years. 

I should like to say something else. 
The Government has a great investment 
in TV A. It is a wonderful property. It 
is well constructed. It has been con
structed cheaply. How anyone in Gov
ernment now can want to destroy the 
Government's own property, in order to _ 
satisfy a few private power utilities I 
shall never be able to understand. That 
it would be destructive of the Govern
ment's own property, there can be no 
doubt. That they are trying to satisfy a 
private power utility is shown by the 
fact that no competitive bidding was 
asked for. The private power utility did 
not even see the specifications when it 
entered into the contract. The people 
of the United States, whether they live 
in the Tennessee Valley or elsewhere, 
are proud of TV A, and they certainly do 
not want it destroyed by some Govern
ment agency that is not even in the 
power business. 

I do not ask Senators to take my word 
for it. Let me read from what some of 
the Commissioners of the Atomic Energy 
Commission have to say about it. They 
do not like this either. They do not want 
to be used in this fashion. I should like 
to read what two of the members of the 
Atomic Energy Commission had to say. 

I read from the printed hearings at 
page 958: 

DEAR MR. HUGHES: On April 15, 1954, the 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion, Mr. Strauss, sent you a letter outlining 
an analysis of the negotiations for certain 
power to be furnished by Middle South Utili
ties, Inc., and the Southern Co. 

Under this proposal, the Atomic Energy 
Commission contracting power would be 
used as a vehicle for the supply of 600,000 
kilowatts of power in the Memphis area. 

Interpolating, Mr. President: Not at 
Paducah, but in the Memphis area. To 
quote further from the letter: 

With the knowledge of the other members 
of the Commission, we are taking this op
portunity to bring to your attention our per
sonal view that the proposed action involves 
the AEC in a matter remote from its respon
sibilities. In an awkward and unbusiness
like way, an additional Federal agency would 
be concerned in the power business. 

The proposal under discussion is an out
growth of the responsibility to the President's 
budget message under your letter of Decem
ber 24, 1953, requesting the AEC to explore 
the possibility of reducing existing commit
ments of the TVA to the Commission. In 
the course of that exploration, it was deter
mined to be unwise to disturb the AEC 
arrangements with TVA upon which our pro
duction schedules depend. Since that deter
mination, the explorations have taken a dif
ferent course. 

The present proposal would create a situa
tion whereby the AEC would be contracting 
for power not one kilowatt of which would be 
used in connection with the Commission 
production activities. The creation of sucll 
a contractual relationship would place upon 
the Commission a continuing responsibility 
during the 25-year life of the contract for 
stewardship in respect to matters irrelevant 
to the mission of the Commission. 

It has been our observation in Govern
ment administration · that arrangements 

which are obviously incongruous at the out
set tend to become even less clear-cut be
cause no one can foresee what contingencies 
may arise over a long term of years. In ad
dition the proposed action certainly seems 
a reversal of the sound philosophy embodied 
in the community-disposal legislation recent
ly sent forward to Congress. One motiva
tion for that legislation was the desire to 
eliminate responsibilities not essentia.lly in
volved in the Commission's sober and exact
ing principal mission. 

Of course, if the President or the Con
gress directs the Commission to accept such a 
responsibility we will endeavor to discharge 
it fully. 

The letter is signed by Henry D. Smyth, 
a member of the Atomic Energy Com
mission, and by Eugene M. Zuckert, also 
a member of the Atomic Energy Com
mission. 

Mr. President, a third member of the 
Commission, Mr. Murray, testified about 
it a number of times. He is a distin
guished engineer in private life. He is 
the one who worked out the proposal for 
the Joppa plant at Paducah. Let us see 
what Mr. Murray testified concerning it. 
At page 1004 of the hearings he said: 

Since our program is not advanced by 
these negotiations and the subsequent ad
ministration of this 25-year contract, I do 
not believe that it is desirable for the Atomic 
Energy COmmission to perform a function 
that another agency of Government could 
perhaps more logically perform. 

Mr. President, we are not asking for 
expansion. We are asking only for Con
gress to give the Tennessee Valley Au
thority a chance. We are asking Con
gress not to allow some other agency to 
interfere with the business of TVA. 

We are joined in that request by the 
members of the Atomic Energy Com
mission itself. It is not merely a case 
of the people and the newspapers of Ten
nessee hollering about it. The whole 
Nation is shocked by this misuse of the 
executive power. Editorials in news
papers all over the Nation are condemn
ing it. If we cannot place responsibil
ity upon an agency for performing its 
duty, then we are going to tear up the 
administration ot our Government. How 
are we going to complain about an ad
ministrative agency getting into some
thing for which it was never formed 
when we ourselves sanction it? We can
not blame the agency, because the 
majority of its members do not want to 
do it. I hate to see the atomic energy 
program handled in this kind of fashion. 

I read further from an editorial which 
is published all over the United States: 

This proposed contract might set a prece
dent that could make the AEC a power broker 
anywhere in the country. 

It already has all the power it needs 
at Paducah from steam plants there. 
Now, it is proposed to build a steam plant 
to take over the business. Is it going to 
Los Angeles or wherever it wants to do 
some big favor to a private utility? Are 
we going to say to the Atomic Energy 
Commission, "You build a steam plant 
and let a private utility have the con
tract"? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am happy to yield 
to the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator whether he 
thinks the Atomic Energy Commission, 
as a public body with the highest type of 
priority, would have the right, under the 
preference provision, to require the sup
plying of power to the Atomic Energy 
Commission with an A-1 priority? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes, indeed. What
ever power the Atomic Energy Commis
sion needs I want it to have. The Atomic 
Energy Commission has steam plants at 
Paducah which will soon be in operation 
and will furnish ample power there. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it not a fact that 
even at the present time the TVA is 
having to go outside its area to get power 
at wholesale rates to retail within the 
TVA area, because it does not have 
enough production? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. At Paducah the 
atomic energy work has advanced more 
rapidly than at either of the steam 
plants. The TV A has made a schedule 
with Electric Energy, Inc., which has 4 
units out of its 8 in operation. When the 
Atomic Energy Commission needed 
more power it has ordered the TV A to 
buy power to supplement the amount 
needed until the 4 units are in operation. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it not a fact that 
TV A has customers outside the TVA 
service area? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. TVA has no custom
ers outside the TVA service area except 
an occasional exchange of power back 
and forth with other power companies. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it or is it not a 
fact that the TVA has required some of 
its customers to take all their power 
from TVA under so-called exclusive con
tracts when it might be actually easier 
to get power from a nearby power source? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The contracts which 
have been entered into with the distribu
tion systems in the city provide for the 
TVA to furnish all the power to that city. 
That is the way the cities have wanted it. 

In connection with the furnishing of 
electric power in a city, it is very difficult 
to have two distribution systems. Any
way, that is the way they have wanted it 
done. In most cities one utility furnishes 
all the electric power. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think it is true 
that distribution systems for obvious rea
sons are a monopoly, but where there is 
a public agency, such as a public utility 
district, which distributes the power lo
cally, I think it is not ·unusual that they 
may have more than one source of whole
sale power, so to speak, which they in 
turn distribute at retail. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That may be. It 
is my understanding that usually one 
company furnishes the power for a par
ticular city-distribution system. In any 
event, under arrangements between the 
Commonwealth & Southern, with bonds 
issued under authority of the Congress, 

. TV A brought the transmission lines and 
undertook the responsibility of being 
the power furnished for areas inside its 
service area. It has not gone outside 
its service area. It has good working 
relations with other companies. The 
Arkansas Light Co. is the sole supplier 
of electricity for its cities, as is the Mis
sissippi Power Co. for cities in Missis
sippi. That is the custom in the area. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Sena tor from Tennessee yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 

contend that the original idea of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority was to de
velop the resources of the Tennessee 
Valley? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Originally the TV A 
was created to develop the resources of 
the TenneEsee Valley. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Tbe resources in 
the Tennessee Valley watershed? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not a fact that 

the Fulton steam plant would be outside 
the watershed? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is correct. 
Mr. FERGUSON. How many years 

has the Senator been advocating the 
building of a steam plant at Fulton? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. For 2 years, ever 
since the TV A recommended it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Up to this time 
Congress has not seen fit to appropriate 
Government funds to build that plant. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Last year the same 
question was raised about the need for 
the electricity, the number of hundred 
thousands of kilowatts needed, and there 
was more or less an understanding with 
the Committee on Appropriations that, if 
the need were shown this year, another 
look would be taken at the situation and 
provision might be m_ade for the Fulton 
steam plant. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
feel that, if the plant which is being dis
cussed tonight were authorized and built 
as proposed, it would not be necessary to 
build the plant at Fulton? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think, franklY, 
that if the West Memphis plant ever is 
built, it would be a chip of! that area. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; but is it not 
true that, if the west Memphis plant were 
built, it would not be necessary to build 
the Fulton plant outside the watershed? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Fulton plant 
ought to be built in any event. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is not my 
question. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I should say that 
the TVA should have its own source of 
supply. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is not my 
question. I did not ask whether TV A 
should have its own source of supply. 
My question was this: If the plant at 
West Memphis were built, across the 
river from Memphis, it would then not 
be necessary, and there would be an 
inability to show the necessity, to build 
the Fulton plant, which is outside the 
area. Is not that true? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. To my mind there 
would still be a necessity for building 
the Fulton plant, because I do not think 
the TV A should be ordered to enter into 
a contract with someone who has no 
lawful right to get into their business. 
However, I would not have the TVA sign 
such a cont ract; I would have them 
operate their own plant. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The question was, 
It would not be possible to show the 
necessity for TVA power at Fulton, if 
there were a plant across the river, and 
the power were integrated into the TV A 
system. Is not that true? 

· Mr. KEFAUVER. Even if building of 
the West Memphis plant were the right 
thing to do, even if it were a good thing 
to do, and if it were entirely acceptable 
to the TVA to take electricity from it, 
that would t ake care of only one-half 
of the power needs. Another steam 
plant would still be required, by reason 
of the undisputed growth of the area. 
The increase is substantial. Seven h un
dred th ousand kilowatts have been added 
a yea r. Six hundred thom and kilowatts 
f rom the West Memphis plant, if it were 
built, would only take care of the need 
until1956. 

The Fulton steam plant should have 
been appropriated for and started last 
year. The t est imony was that for 1957, 
in addition to the 600,000 kilowatts, 750,-
000 more kilowatts of installed capacity 
would be needed, to prevent a power 
shortage in 1957. So the TVA need has 
actually been somewhere around 1,300,-
000 kilowatts. 

Mr. FERGUSON. How much power 
is the TVA buying at present, or how 
much has it bought in the past year, 
from sources other than TVA power
plants, whether they be hydroelectric 
or steam plants? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I cannot answer 
the question. I understand that, be
cause only four units have gone into 
operation at Shawnee, a large amount 
of power for the Atomic Energy Com-
mission has been purchased on their or
ders. Otherwise, I understand there is 
exchange, back and forth, in the regu
lar system. I simply do not know the 
amount. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That being true, 
what would be wrong with getting more 
power from private sources? What is 
the evil which the Senator sees? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The evil, first, is 
with respect to the integrity of the 
agency involved, the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

The second evil is that the TVA would 
be placed at the disadvantage, even
tually, of getting its power at high 
prices, thus making it unable to meet 
its obligations to the United States 
Government. 

The third point is that the agency 
which has the responsibility, as a utility, 
of furnishing electricity in the area 
should be able to have some control over 
its own sources of supply. 

If the TV A is required to buy power 
at rates which private utilities on the 
perimeter would charge, then the TV A 
as a going concern is finished. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does not the 
Atomic Energy Commission agree to pay 
to the TVA the price of the power which 
would be furnished into the lines of the 
TVA from the West Memphis plant? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It would be much 
higher than the TV A cost. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But my question ls, 
Do they not agree to pay to the TVA 
that price? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. My understanding 
is that the TV A would be called upon to 
make substantial additional power avail
able on its own. It would have to build 
a transmission lirie across the river and 
pay a higher price than that for which 
they could produce the power them
selves. 

There iS a cancella tion clause in -the -
cont ract. If the contract were canceled, 
the TV A would be a sitting duck. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
contend that the United States Govern
ment h as contract ed, through legislation, 
that power must be furnished to every
one inside th e Tennessee Valley water
shed and outside that waterehed at Gov
ernment expeme? 

Mr. KEF AUVER. I only contend that 
in the act of 1939, as th e Senator will 
I'ecall, an attempt was made to work out 
an agreement between the TV A and 
Commonwealth & Southern, which 
would be satisfactory all around. The 
House Military Afiairs Committee, of 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] was then a 
member, t ook the lead in trying to work 
out an an-angement, so that there would 
not be competing lines, runing over one 
another. Each would have its own area 
in which to operate. 

Finally an arrangement was worked 
out whereby the TV A agreed to buy the 
transmission lines, and the cities agreed 
to buy the distribution system, thus com
pletely buying out the Commonwealth 
& Southern properties in this service 
area. 

Congress passed a law-and in the 
hearings, and in the maps, the area 
which was to be served by the TV A was 
described-which authorized the issu
ance of $65 million in bonds, so that 
the TV A could buy the transmission 
lines in west Tennessee all the way 
around, whether they were in the TV A 
river shed or not. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is Paducah in that 
area? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Paducah is in the 
Tennessee Valley area. 
· Mr. FERGUSON. Is it in the water
shed? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is in the water
shed. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is Fulton in the 
watershed? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is not in the 
watershed. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is Memphis in the 
watershed? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is not in the 
watershed, but it is in the service area 
as agreed to · by Congress. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not a fact that, 
under the proposal which has been made, 
the Atomic Energy Commission would 
pay the price which the new plant would 
charge for the electricity which went 
into the lines of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is not entirely 
clear, but I am quite certain it would be 
expected that the TV A should pay a sub
stantial amount of the additional cost 
over the price for which it could make 
electricity itself; in other words, the very 
heavy cost of putting up cables and 
building a line to Arkansas, where there 
would be higher costs for coal, I believe, 
and higher taxes and other charges, 
which would go into the rate paid for 
electricity. 

So the TVA would immediately have 
to increase its rates and would have to 
pay more. Then, of course, there would 
always be the prospect that the cancella
tion clause in the contract might be 
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invoked or the contract terminated, leav
ing the TVA without a source of supply, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
now say that the Atomic Energy Com- . 
mission cannot cancel its option to take 
the priority of TVA power? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I take it that the 
Commission can cancel its option, if it 
wishes to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Would not the Sen
ator say that, under the law, the Com
mission could exercise its option and take 
all the power it needed? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If it wanted to take 
all the power in the Tennessee Valley 
that it needed, no one would raise any 
objection. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
from Tennessee appreciate the fact that 
the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT] has indicated that there is 
evidence to show that the TV A has 
charged about $6 million a year in ex
cess of the cost of the power it has fur
nished from Paducah to the atomic
energy plants? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I happen to know 
that the junior Senator from Arkansas 
is in error about that, because I have 
gone into some of the figures myself. 
The Senator from Arkansas may hon
estly believe what he has said, but there 
is a mistake in his information. None 
of us are experts on technical, intricate 
rate structures. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But if that is the 
fact--

Mr. KEFAUVER. That is not the fact. 
Mr. FERGUSON. If it is a fact. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I do not believe in 

proceeding on hypotheses. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Let me give the 

Senator a hypothetical case, then. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Very well. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Suppose what I 

have stated is a fact, and the TVA is 
repaying to the Federal Government 
money advanced for capital assets. 
Then, since the money comes fr.om the 
Atomic Energy Commission, the Gov
ernment would be paying itself the 
money it had loaned to the TV A, would 
it not? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In the first place, 
the TVA is charging a very reasonable 
rate, which is of great benefit to the 
Government, for the electricity which 
the Atomic Energy Commission buys 
from it, and we ought to thank God 
there is a TV A which has pulled down 
the rate. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Can the Senator 
from Tennessee answer the question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am answering 
the question. The Senator asked a long 
question, and it takes a long answer. 
We ought to be thankful that the TVA 
has brought about low rates for the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

The answer is that the rates the TV A 
has worked out are very reasonable and 
low, much lower than the rates charged 
by Electric Energy, Inc., which is op
erating just across the river in Illinois. 
Upon the instruction of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, the TVA bought a 
great deal of power for which it had to 
pay a higher price. But when its 8 units 
are in operation at Shawnee, and its 8 
units are in operation at Joppa, TVA's 
costs will be considerably lower, saving 
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the Government many millions of dollars 
every year, and it will pay a considerably 
lower price than what Electric Energy, 
Inc., will be charging at Joppa. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
from Tennessee think he has answered 
the hypothetical question of the Senator 
from Michigan? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think I have. 
Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator thinks 

lie has? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I think I have. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not also true 

that, as indicated in the hypothetical 
case, if $5 million to $6 million a year 
more is being charged than would be 
charged if the plant across the river 
from Memphis were built, as the cost is 
being figured there, if this extra amount 
is being charged, and is being figured in 
their profits, it amounts to a subsidy to 
the other users of electricity in the val
ley, and the taxpayers of the country 
are paying it because they are paying 
more than the cost of the electricity to 
the Atomic Energy Commission? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I simply cannot an
swer that question, because the premise 
of the Senator is incorrect, and the facts 
are incorrect. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Let us suppose the 
facts are correct. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am not going to 
answer a question when I know the facts 
cited in it are fictitious and not correct. 
The fact is that the Government would 
pay between $92 million and $137 mil
lion more for the power from the West 
Memphis, Ark., plant over the period of 
the proposed contract than it would if it 
got the power from the TV A. In the 
latter case, at the end of the contract 
the Government would own the steam 
plant and it would be in the hands of the 
TV A. If the proposed contract is put 
into effect, the private utilities would own 
the plant, after the Government had paid 
between $92 million and $137 million 
more for the electricity. I know that 
to be a fact according to the record. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
know whether the TV A, in figuring the 
cost at which it would be able to fur
nish the amount of power contemplated 
by the new plant, has figured in the 
same way that it figured with regard to 
its own plant? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I do not know. The 
figures are in the RECORD. The TV A 
might give a figure for what it can build 
the Fulton steam plant for and what the 
power would cost, which would be be
tween $92 million and $137 million less 
than the power would cost if the other 
plant was built. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not true that 
if the TVA's figures are used, it can be 
ascertained that it is making $6 mil
lion profit on the power it is furnish
ing now? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It does not at all, 
and I should like . to read an editorial 
which appeared in the Washington Post 
of today. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, first 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
i;n the body of the RECORD at this point in 
my remarks, a very thoughtful editorial 
published in the Washington Post of July 

15, which I believe will give information 
which might be helpful, and which I 
believe specifically answers the questions 
asked by the Senator from Michigan. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

POWER BY SUBTERFUGE 
It is distressing to have Senator FULBRIGH'l 

add to the confusion over the administration 
plan to reintroduce private power into the 
Tennessee Valley. Mr. FULBRIGHT's interest 
in the construction of a new $107-million 
private powerplant at West Memphis in his 
home State of Arkansas is, of course, under
standable. Moreover, there is a tenable phil
osophical argument, as this newspaper has 
previously acknowledged, over the merits of 
private power versus more Tennessee Valley 
Authority plants which would add to the 
Federal budgetary deficit. Unfortunately. 
this philosophical argument has been tardily 
presented and it does not, in our view, justify 
either the administration's course in this 
particular instance or Senator FULBRIGHT's 
stand. 

Granted, as Senator FULBRIGHT complains, 
that there may have been some exaggera
tions by proponents of TV A. The Senator's 
case still seeins to us to fall short on three 
counts: 

1. Senator FULBRIGHT asserts that the pri-
. vate power contract would cost only $282,000 
more a year than TV A power from a new 
Fulton, Tenn., steam plant--rather than the 
$3,685,000 estimated by the Atomic Energy 
Commission. Apparently Mr. FULBRIGHT ar
rived at his figure by assuming a 19-cent-per
million-BTU coal cost for both TVA and the 
prospective private plant. Actually, TV A 
has been paying 15.5 cents, and there is no 
assurance that the private combination 
could hold to a cost of 19 cents. Whatever 
figure is taken-the $3,685,000 AEC estimate 
or ¥r. FULBRIGHT'S $282,00Q--the private con
tract would cost more than service by TV A. 

2. The private arrangement would make 
extraordinary use of the Atomic Energy 
Commission's authority to let 25-year con
tracts. AEC would 'be concerned very in
directly, indeed. Only by stretching inter
pretations to the limit can it be said that 
the private West Memphis plant, which 
would rule out the TV A Fulton steam 
plant, would replace TVA power furnished 
to the Atomic Energy Commission 250 miles 
away. 

3. Mr. FuLBRIGHT denies that the specifi
cations for the new plant were rigged to 
favor the private Dixon-Yates group. 
"'Rigged" is of course an ugly word. The 
fact has been brought out in the hearings, 
however, that the Dixon-Yates group did 
not even have the specifications at the time 
it submitted its proposal in April. The 
specifications later drawn, which had the 
effect of discouraging other bidders, con
formed to the Dixon-Yates proposaL The 
result of the contract would be that a pri
vate company would end by owning a plant 
built with substantial Government help. 
with the Government assuming much of 
the risk, and that the power rate would be 
materially in excess of the TV A standard. 

These seem to this newspaper matters of 
substance which Senator FULBRIGHT has not 
explained and which fully warrant the ques
tions being asked on Capitol Hill. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I now yield to the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. The junior Senator 
from Nebraska would like to ask the 
learned Senator from Tennessee a ques
tion, and in doing so I assure him that 
I am sincere in my desire to seek correct 
information. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I know the Senator 
is always sincere. 
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Mr. REYNOLDS. The Senator, com
ing from Tennessee, may be able to give 
me the information I desire. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. We are very grate
ful to one of the great Senators from 
Nebraska for the contribution he made 
to our welfare, and we are also grateful 
for the support we have received from 
other Members of Congress from Ne
braska. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. I have been in
formed on many occasions, over a period 
of years, that at the inception of the 
TVA there was a well-defined under
standing, if not an agreement, that the 
activities of the Tennessee Valley Au
thority, so far as they pertained to 
power, would be confined to hydroelect1·ic 
generation, and that the Authority 
would not embark upon steam genera
tion. Is that correct? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. No, that is not cor
rect. That question was ruled upon here 
on the floor of the Senate by the late 
Senator Vandenberg when a point of 
order was made by the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan on an appropria
tion for the New Johnsonvile steam plant 
which was built in Tennessee. The 
President pro tempore, the late Senator 
Vandenberg, ruled that the TVA was 
not limited to building merely hydro
electric facilities, but that it could build 
steam plants, and that such activity was 
within the purview of the TV A Act. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. I referred not to the 
law, but to a well-defined understanding 
or agreement. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. There was never 
any agreement. The TVA was given the 
responsibility, which it assumed, of fur
nishing electric power in the Tennessee 
Valley area. I will say to the distin
guished Senator that all we are asking 
is that the TVA have its sources of sup
ply for its own customers. That is all 
&ny utility ought to have. A utility 
which is put at the mercy of its com
petitors is in a bad way. What is being 
proposed is that the TVA be put at the 
mercy of private power companies, with 
regard to what they will want to charge. 
nat would mean that the TVA would be 
unable to meet its obligation to the 
Government of paying back the invest
ment in 40 years, and it would be the 
beginning of the end of the whole Ten
nessee Valley Authority. I do not think 
the distinguished Senator from Nebraska 
would want that to happen. In fact, I 
know he does not. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. I simply asked 
whether there was such an understand
ing. I thank the Senator for his reply. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Senator 
for asking me. There was no such un
derstanding. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point 
in the RECORD the entire editorial en
titled "Peddling Private Power Is No Job 
for AEC," published in the Washington 
Daily News of Tuesday, July 6, 1954. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: , 
PEDDLING PRIVATE POWER Is No JOB FOR AEC 

The United States Atomic Energy Com
mission, whose sole job should be to main
tain American atomic superiority for the 

safety of the free world, has been ordered 
into a ridiculous, costly sideline for the next 
25 years. 

It has been directed, over its own protest, 
to contract with private utility companies 
for a large amount of electric power to be 
delivered to the Tennessee Valley Authority 
-200 miles and more away from the closest 
AEC facility. 

President Eisenhower issued the order. 
Presumably it was to prove what needs no 
proving: That this administration looks fa
vorably upon private enterprise. 

The President has directed that this un
necessary, dangerous and expensive gesture 
of friendliness to the private power industry 
shall be accomplished by AEC 's signing a 
contract with Middle South Utilities, lnc., 
and the Southern Co. These two companies 
would form a third company to build a big 
new steam-electric generating plant at West 
Memphis, Ark., just across the Mississippi 
from Memp:Qis, Tenn. 

AEC told the Budget Bureau "the Com
mission did not agree on the wisdom of AEC 
entering into this type of contract." Three 
of the five atomic Commissioners opposed it. 
Among this m ajority was the outstanding 
exponent of private enterprise in the AEC, 
Commissioner Thomas E. Murray, of New 
York. 

Although called an independent office of 
the Government, AEC passed the buck on 
the final decision to the White House. The 
President, through his Budget Bureau, de
cided in favor of the contract. 

If this was a delegated decision by Mr. 
Eisenhower, then some subordinate has put 
him in an absurd position. If he acted with 
all the facts before his eyes, then he mis
interpreted the facts. 

He ordered the contract despite the fact 
that Budget Bureau and AEC figures showed 
power from the private concerns would cost 
the Government at least $3,685,000 more a 
year than power bought from TVA at P a
ducah, Ky. The chief difference was in the 
fact that TV A paid no taxes while the pri
vate company did, and TV A got its money at 
a cheaper interest rate than the private com
pany. So, Mr. Eisenhower ordered AEC to 
pay all the private company's taxes; and the 
contract, if signed, would constitute a Gov
ernment guaranty of the $100 million in 
3 .5 percent bonds the private company would 
issue to finance the plant. 

The President's decision means that over 
the minimum period of the contract, the 
minimum excess cost to the Government of 
this power from this private source would be 
$92,125,000. 

The basic fault of this proposed contract 
is that it forces the Atomic Commission into 
a field where it has no business being. TVA . 
needs more power at Memphis, not the 
AEC. But AEC is being used as a reluctant 
power broker. 

The next major fault lies in the waste of 
more than $92 million in Federal funds over 
the next 25 years. At the end of that time, 
the private power plant, completely paid for 
with United States tax dollars, will remain 
the property of the private companies. 

The proposed contract would set a prece
dent which might be used in later years to 
make AEC a power broker anywhere in the 
country. 

It would mean construction of a big power 
plant on a made-land site that could be 
flooded by the Mississippi River. And it 
may loose ashes, smoke, and sulfur on the 
clean city of Memphis. 

It would commit the AEC, not the TV A 
(although TVA gets the power), to pay all 
the local, State, and Federal taxes of the 
company that builds and operates the West 
Memphis plant. This tax bill would make 
up the bulk of the $92 million excess cost. 

AEC has authority to buy power it needs. 
It should not be forced to prostitute this 
authority to buy power for TV A. 

If TVA is subsidized by the Government, 
as some claim, then what better beneficiary 
of this subsidy than our own atomic plants? 

If it is decided that TV A shall get no 
more appropriations from the Treasury to 
build additional generating plants, then let 
AEC and TVA each fulfill its own power 
needs from private power sources at the 
cheapE';st possible rate. 

The General Accounting Office has sug
gested that AEC's power needs be met by a 
cont,ract let on an advertised low bid. 

'I'hat sounds reasonable to us. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
wish to inform the -majority leader that 
I have about a page and a half more 
remaining of my manuscript, which I 
should like to complete. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I shall wait for the 
Senator to complete his statement. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, we 
cannot emphasize too strongly the ab
surdity of AEC's new role. It is a re
sponsible agency. It had the authority 
to contract for power for its own plants; 
yet it obviously knuckled under to the 
tremendous pressure brought to bear on 
it. 

Inasmuch as a majority of the Com
mission was opposed to this adventure, 
its position would seem to be something 
like that of an unconvinced groom at a 
shotgun wedding. 

I do not pose as a utility rate expert, 
Mr. President, but one does not have to 
have specialized training to see some
thing wrong in the historical progression 
of events toward this Dixon-Yates 
contract. 

Let me review for a moment the back
ground of the present situation. 

Two years ago, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority proposed to the Bureau of the 
Budget that funds be recommended for 
the construction of a steam plant at 
Fulton, Tenn. That proposal was made 
after a survey by TVA engineers indi
cated that the load growth in the Mem
phis area would require additional power 
by 1957. 

The Bureau of the Budget declined to 
forward such a recommendation to Con
gress, questi(}ning the accuracy of the 
TV A estimate and suggesting further 
study of the situation. 

A year later the Bureau of the Budget 
was willing to admit that TVA's original 
estimate was correct, and that more 
power was, in fact, needed in the Mem
phis area. It had corroborated the esti
mate by bringing in consulting engineers 
from the private utility companies. The 
information these engineers turned up, 
after a year of study, was the same in
formation that could have been obtained 
in 5 minutes, if it had been asked for. 
There was an obvious power shortage 
in prospect for the area involved. 

As data for the 1955 budget were being 
assembled the Tennessee Valley Author
ity again asked that funds for the Fulton 
steam plant be requested from Congress. 

At that juncture the administration 
proposed that TV A be relieved of cer
tain of its commitments to supply the 
Atomic Energy Commission's installa
tion at Paducah, Ky. AEC was told to 
find another supplier for approximately 
600,00~ kilowatts of power annually, thus 
releasmg that amount back into the TVA 
system from the Shawnee steam plant, 
near Paducah. 
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Testimony and statements given before 

various congressional committees reveal 
that an effort was made to obtain the 
600,000 kilowatts from non-TVA sources. 

The 600,000 kilowatts that was thus 
proposed to be restored to TV A was used 
as grounds for not requesting funds for 
the Fulton steam plant. 

How was this power to be obtained 
for the AEC at Paducah? The plan was 
for AEC to contract with Dixon-Yates to 
build a steam plant in Arkansas, with 
AEC relying on TV A to bring the power 
up to Paducah over TVA lines. That 
would be a wheeling contract. That was 
the first plan. 

An analysis of this plan disclosed that 
it would cost the Atomic Energy Com
mission an additional $2.9 million a year. 
AEC then decided it just could not swal
low that extra cost. 

Obviously, that should have been the 
time to ask for funds to start the Fulton 
steam plant. But the foes of TV A were 
not through yet. 

It was at this point that the Dixon
Yates contract, as we now know it, took 
form. Dixon-Yates would build their 
plant in the Mississippi River bottoms at 
West Memphis, Ark. 

The Atomic Energy Commission would 
then enter into 2 contracts-! with 
Dixon-Yates, for 600,000 kilowatts, for 
which it has no use whatever; and an
other contract with TV A, to supply 600,-
000 kilowatts to the Paducah plant. 
What would be done with the spare 
600,000 kilowatts? Why, put it into the 
TV A system at Memphis, where power 
is needed. 

But what authority is there for such 
an unprecedented arrangement, Mr. 
President? Section 12 (b) of the act 
cannot possibly be stretched to cloak 
such an arrangement in legality. The 
immutable fact is that AEC is contract
ing for 600,000 kilowatts it does not need, 
and has to go into the brokerage busi
ness to get rid of it. 

By the testimony of its own General 
Manager, the Atomic Energy Commission 
is saying that it will cost $3.6 million 
more a year to operate in the proposed 
manner than it would cost the Govern
ment to provide funds for TV A to pro
duce power from its own facilities. 

I submit that the proposed contract is 
not only illegal, it is wasteful and ex
travagant. Over its 25-year life it 
amounts to pouring $100 million down a 
rathole of favoritism. More than that, 
the contract denies local initiative and 
self-determination to the people of 
Memphis. 

Mr. President, I am one who does not 
believe that even good things should be 
done by illegal means. But when the end 
product is bad, too, then the proposition 
is immoral from top to bottom. That, I 
think, is an accurate description of the 
proposed Dixon-Yates contract. 

CONFERENCE OF GOVERNORS ON 
FEDERAL-STATE ROAD PROGRAM 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the RECORD, an editorial 
entitled, "Ike Proposes a Road Plan,·~ 
published in the Detroit Free Press of 

July 14, 1954. I think it is very appro-.. 
priate that the editorial should be 
printed in the RECORD, so that all inter· 
ested may read it. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD1 

as follows: 
IKE PROPOSES A ROAD PLAN 

President Eisenhower's proposal to the 
Conference of Governors that a joint Fed
eral-State road program be undertaken, in- · 
volving expenditures of $5 billion a year 
for 10 years, may sound startling in con
sideration of the money involved. 

Actually it is not. When $50 billion, spread 
over a 10-year period, is related to the eco
nomic importance of adequate national 
transportation, the President's plan is not 
only a realistic one, but is almost a necessity. 

It is an elementary fact that America to
day lives on and by its roads. And when we 
use the term roads, we mean not only trans
continental and interstate highways, but 
also the intrastate network; the farm-to
market secondary roads; the urban arteries 
and all the problems associated with them. 

In the main, the Nation's highway system 
is inadequate. With a few notable excep
tions, it was developed to meet the needs of 
a rural society. It grew as the Nation grew, 
to fit the pattern of a sparse and widely 
scattered population. 

What improvements and changes have 
been made came early in the auto age. A 
generation ago the United States embarked 
on a road-building program which consisted, 
very largely, of surfacing and otherwise im
proving existing highways. It was all done 
without any definite, integrated plan and 
was intended to provide facilities for the ap
proximately 10 million cars and trucks then 
in use. 

Now the number of trucks and passenger 
cars has increased to around 50 million. And 
all that we have actually done to provide 
highway space for that greater number is to 
improvise. 

Crowded roads, high incidence of traffic 
fatalities and damage, mounting costs of 
motor-vehicle operation, show conclusively 
that improvisation was not enough. 

Today the Nation is spending more than 
$5 billion a year on its highways, but a 
major portion of that money is going into 
maintenance. Capital expenditures are far 
below that figure. 

America prospered greatly as a result of 
the astronomical sums which we spent in 
building and modernizing our highways at 
the beginning of the automobile era. 

We have failed to recognize that the 
money spent was not a permanent invest
ment, but something that has to be renewed 
periodically as the Nation grows. 

Industry does not make a capital invest
ment and expect it to serve indefinitely. It 
keeps renewing it, replacing that which is 
worn out. 

The United States of 1954 cannot perma
nently exist on the initial investment in its 
highways, made a generation ago. 

Yet that is what we are attempting to do 
and we are paying a high price for the mis
take. And with each passing year, the cost 
goes higher. 

The President's plan is not a giveaway. It 
involves Federal participation and local self
help. The general planning would be on a 
high level-the Federal level. Administra
tion would be more or less local. 

This creates problems of its own, as the 
governors were quick to point out. Some 
of them renewed the demand that the Fed
eral Government relinquish to the States 
some of its sources of highway revenues, and 
let the local groups carry more of the burden. 

There is merit to this idea, provided that 
the States can be relied upon to carry their 
just share o! the load. 

When the administration's $966 million 
highway bill was passed in April, the Free 
Press challenged the distribution formula as 
failing to refiect need or to take into ac
count local contribution. It was pointed 
out then that Michigan, for example, would 
receive less than one-half of what it paid 
to the Federal Government in highway taxes. 

That suggests that some States are not 
meeting their responsibilities under the 
present system. There should be absolute 
assurance that under the President's pro
gram, whether the emphasis is placed on 
Federal grants or local control of revenues, 
each State will meet its obligations with due 
regard to national interest and that the 
pork-barrel principle is entirely eliminated. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for an insertion in the 
RECORD? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield provided I 
do not lose the floor, and the Senator's 
remarks will follow mine. 

ACCESSIBILITY OF CRITICAL MA
TERIALS-MINERALS, MATERIALS, 
AND FUELS, SENATE RESOLU
TION 143 
Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 

U. S. News & World Report of July 9, 
1954, carries an article of four pages of 
extracts from the Minerals, Materials, 
and Fuels Economic Subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. The subcommittee report 
was authorized by Senate Resolution 143, 
dated July 29, 1953. 

The report was submitted to the Sen
ate by the junior Senator from Nevada, 
chairman of the subcommittee, on July 
9, 1954. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar· 
ticle appearing in the U. S. News & 
World Report be printed in the body of 
the RECORD at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD_, 
as follows: 
Wn.L LACK OF MINERALS STRANGLE UNITED 

STATES IN WAR? 
(Is the United States becoming a have-not 

nation? Must this country depend on 
Africa for uranium, India for manganese, 
the Middle East for oil? Or can it develop 
enough of these and other essential mate
rials in its own backyard? What is the 
origin of United States minerals policies? 
Why are they considered risky? What was 
Harry Dexter White's role in this field? 
Answers to these and other questions are 
given in the report that follows. This re
port is the result of extensive investigations 
by a subcommitee of the Senate Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee, whose chair· 
man is Senator GEORGE W. MALONE, Repub
lican, of Nevada. Following are extracts 
from the official text of the report on ac
cessibility of strategic and critical mate
rials, issued last week by the Minerals Sub
committee of the Senate Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs.) 

For the first time in the history of the 
United States Senate, a Senate subcommit
tee was directed to conduct an overall in
vestigation of the accessibility of critical 
materials to the United States in time of 
war, particularly as to its effect on the se
curity of the Nation. 

The testimony before the committee is 
alarming: To a very dangerous extent, the 
vital security of this Nation is in serious 
jeopardy. For many of our essential raw 
materials we are dependent on sources in 
far-o1I lands, many under the control of 
possible fickle allies or timid neutrals, some 
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veritably under the guns of our most prob~ elarify its duties and responsibilities. It is 
able enemy. recognized that the Commission should as-

And what is perhaps a more devastating sure full and complete information to poten
conclusion of this committee: None of this tial purchasers of securities, and that its re
vulnerability need exist today; and long- sponsibility does not include determination 
overdue corrective measures should be of feasibility. Such committee review should 
undertaken at once. consider the advisability of a requirement 

RECOMMENDATIONS that a thorough and confidential inquiry 
should precede any ·public announcement of 

Critical and strategic minerals and mate~ an investigation of offered securities. 
rials are vital to military security and ex- · 10. We recommend determination by the 
panding domestic economy. National sur- Congress through appropriate committees of 
viva! in time of war depends on ample and the precise duties and relationships between 
uninterrupted supplies of • • • 77 • • • the multiple (approximately 38) agencies 
such minerals and materials. • • • To as- and branches of our Government responsible 
sure that imperative needs of the United for stockpiling cperations of critical rna-
States be met: terials. 

1. we recommend the closest cooperation 11. We recommend appropriations of $50 
between the nations of the Western Hemi- million annually to establish and operate 
sphere, which is the only dependable source a comprehensive 5-year program of labora
of the necessary critical materials in time of tory, pilot plant and exploratory research 
war. This area can be defended and can be into new uses , synthetics, substitutes, andre
m ade self-sufficient in the production of placements, and improved methods of bene
such materials. That the spirit of the 130- ficiation-preparation for smelting-of criti
year-old Monroe Doctrine prevail in our re- cal materials. 
lations with the nations of the Western We approve the research and studies con-
Hemisphere. th 1 

2. we recommend that Congress insure ducted by the Bureau of Mines on e ow-
temperature carbonization of coal and we 

that the regulation of foreign trade conforms recommend that adequate funds be appro-
to the principles of the Constitution laid priated to conduct extensive studies and in
down in article I, section 8 of the Constitu- vestigations of ways and means to revive 
tion in assuring the American workers and the coal industry. These funds should be 
investors equal access to American markets. made available to be used independently or 

3. We recommend removal of our Nation's in conjunction with responsible privately 
present dependency upon remote and possi- operated companies and organizations. 
bly unfriendly or neutral areas of the world It is recommended that research be con
for the critical materials, without which we tinued and that a large-scale oil-shale plant 
cannot conduct a war. 

The only tin smelter in the western Hem- be built bY- industry in cooperation with the 
Government to advance the production of 

!sphere is located in Texas City, Tex. The petroleum fuel on a commercial basis and 
continued operation and maintenance of which would be availa~le in a war emer
this smelter is essential to our security. The 
capacity meets our wartime needs. gency. 

4. we recommend increased depletion al- 12. We recommend rejection of lnter-
lowances to producers of critical minerals national controls of production, prices, and 
and materials as a further incentive to pro- supplies of critical and strategic materials 
duction. unless by legislative action by the Congress 

Further studies should be made of the of the United States. 
Canadian method of delayed taxation in 
connection with such critical mineral and 
material development. 

5. we recommend acceleration of the Fed
eral program of stockpiling critical and stra
tegic minerals and materials to assure ready 
supplies in the event of war and coordina
tion of this program with going concern pro
duction industries in the Western Hemi
sphere to assure continuation of necessary 
supplies under stress of war. 

6. We recommend studies with a view to 
improving regulation of petroleum gas and 
coal resources and development to assure 
maximum availability of domestic fuels for 
both the peacetime economy and national 
security. Such studies should determine 
whether present regulations are unduly re
strictive of our own resource expansion and 
reserves, and if so, regulations should be 
adjusted to maintain our self-sufficiency in 
these vital fuels. 

7. We recommend increasing the new won
der metal titanium production goal to 150,-
000 tons annual minimum without delay. 
This is a military must. Contracts should 
be awarded by the Government to qualified 
concerns prepared to contribute toward this 
goal. Civilian demands are tremendous for 
this high strength-weight ratio, noncorrosive, 
nonmagnetic metal. 

8. We recommend that goals for produc
tion of uranium fuel be made adequate to 
meet both military and civilian require
ments. Hemispheric self-sufficiency in ura
nium fuels c.an be attained. A liberal, long
range market price must be maintained as 
long as Government control is necessary for 
security. A tremendous civilian potential 
use of uranium is assured, including nuclear 
power in industry. 

9. We recommend a review of the work of 
the Securities and Exchange Commission by 
the appropriate committees of Congress to 

FINDINGS 

1. The Western Hemisphere will be the 
only dependable source of the critical raw 
materials in the event of an all-out world 
war. 

The delivery of any such critical materials 
to this Nation across a major ocean during 
such a conflict will be highly problematical. 

2. It is imperative to the security of this 
Nation and to the nations of the Western 
Hemisphere that they foster the greatest 
measure of self-sufficiency in the production 
of the critical materials. 

It is vital to our domestic welfare, econ
omy, and security that maximum economic 
production be maintained within our 
borders. 

3. The Western Hemisphere can be de
fended. 

4. The Western Hemisphere can be made 
self-sufficient in the production of the criti
cal materials which are essential in war and 
in peace. 

5. The economic production of many criti
cal materials in this Nation can be materially 
increased and often doubled, trebled, or 
quadrupled under a sound, constitutional. 
legislative policy. 

6. During the last two decades established 
procurement practices have dangerously in
creased our dependence upon nations across 
major oceans for the critical materials with
out which this Nation cannot survive. 

7. Evidence is conclusive that we have be
come dependent upon overseas suppliers 
across such major oceans for many of such 
critical materials. We must avoid depend
ence upon an overseas supplier to the extent 
that he could suddenly render us impotent 
by withdrawing supplies of critical materials 
during a world conflict, or could use such 
dependence as a political or economic bar
gaining lever. 

8. There is evidence that foreign nations 
neither keep the spirit nor the letter of the 
so-called trade agreements. In general they 
manipulate the value of their money system 
for trade advantage, utilize quota systeins, 
trade permits, exchange permits, and export 
and import fees to vitiate any agreements. 

9. To comprehend the economic approach 
to make us dependent upon foreign nations 
for our critical materials through the have
not pl~ilosophy, we must understand that 
less than 1 percent of the areas of this Nation 
has been included in geological investiga
t ions, only 12.7 percent has been geologically 
mapped and 31.1 percent topographically 
m apped by the United Stat es Geological 
Survey; and that the Service started its 
mapping work in 1880. 

10. The evidence indicates that Federal tax 
laws definitely retard the production of the 
critical materials in this Nat ion. 

The 27.5 percent depletion allowance has 
materially increased the known reserves of 
petroleum and natural gas and if extended 
to other critical materials should increase the 
incentive to discover and develop additional 
supplies. 

11. Testimony is conclusive that our 
domestic and foreign policies have been based 
on the false assumption that the United 
States is a "have-not" Nation insofar as the 
supply of critical raw materials necessary to 
this Nation in wartime is concerned. It has 
led the United States to become dependent 
upon foreign sources across major oceans for 
raw materials which could be produced with
in the continental limits of the United States 
and within the Western Hemisphere. 

It has led to the £:xpenditure of enormous 
sums of money and has caused the United 
States to underwrite foreign fiscal systems 
and world policies of nations whose friend
ship is deemed of great importance because 
of their control and possession of raw 
materials. 

12. This misconception that we are a 
"have-not" nation has found wide accept
ance by the public through confusion be
tween the statistical and engineering terms. 
"proved commercial reserves" and "potential 
and latent resources," which include devel
oped ore, probable ore, possible or inferred 
ore to designate supplies of ore in various 
states of development. 

This confusion has led to predictions over 
the past two decades that we were exhaust
ing our supplies of pet roleum, iron ore, cop
per, lead, zinc, tungsten, mercury, and other 
critical materials, while it is well known that 
we have more proven commercial reserves 
than ever before in the history of this Nation. 

In the meantime we have consumed more 
than the total quantity of the proven com
mercial reserves of two decades ago. 

The potential latent resources or reserves 
are more than ever susceptible to discovery 
today by modern techniques and exploration 
methods, requiring only a financial incentive 
to be found. 

13. The United States cannot possibly ex
haust its present and potential fuels supply 
including petroleum and coal in the fore
seeable future. The absolute necessity of 
going-concern industries cannot be over
emphasized and is more than ever essential 
where materials cannot be stockpiled as with 
coal and petroleum. Testimony is conclu
sive that the petroleum industry is a thriv
ing, going-concern business through the ef
fect of continual increased market and of the 
tax considerations including the depletion 
allowance, but emergency dependence must 
be on the going-concern industry which is 
being severely curtailed by cheap fuel im
ports. 

There are enormous oil reserves found in 
the shales of Colorado, Wyoming, Utah, Ken
tueky, Indiana, and Ohio as well as in Can
ada. It has been estimated these shales 
contain over 200 billion barrels of oil. Ex
perimental work done by the Union Oil Co. 
and Bureau of Mines in pilot-plant opera-
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tion shows that petroleu m from this source 
is entirely practicable and that vast amounts 
of oil m ay be possible in the foreseeable fu
ture. The Green River formation in Colo
r ado -alone has been described as an area of 
1,000 square miles with an underlay of oil 
shade 500 feet thick averaging a recovery of 
15 gallons of oil per ton. 

14. Oil is mineral aggregate that can be 
extracted at a profit. Through the consti
tut ionally regulated foreign trade the incen
tive for risk capital necessary to develop 
addition al reserves and establish going-<:on
cern critical-material industries will be 
a vailable. 

15. Mines once closed down require years 
of time and tremendous investm ents to 
reopen. With experienced workers an d tech
nical staff widely scattered, m achinery liqui
d ated, mines :flooded and caved, much of 
our once available reserves destroyed, pros
pecting for new reserves is discouraged. 

If the present policy continues our situa
t ion could be desperate in the event of an 
emergency requirin g m aximum availability 
of m etals for our industrial plants. 

16. An Int ernational Materials Conference 
was established in December 1950, by the 
St a t e Department without the consent of 
Congress-in lieu of the International Trade 
Organizat ion which Congress had already 
refYsed to accept. Any such International 
Trade Organizat ion or I n ternation al Mate
rials Conference set t ing up an international 
organization to control distribution of the 
production and consumpt ion of the world's 
goods can only serve to inhibit our own 
going-concern industries. The testimony 
showed that it depleted and retarded ful
fillment of stoc-kpile objectives. 

17. Numerous administrative agencies and 
departments of the Government are in
volved in the stockpile program, or are set 
up to increase production of critical ma
terials. They are largely independent of 
each other and none are charged with the 
complete operation. Many are not cognizant 
of the end objectives of the program or re
sponsible for the end result. Instead, their 
activities are marked by confusion and delay, 
frequently defeating the intent of Congress. 

18. Responsibility for the pattern of de
pendence upon foreign nations for certain 
critical materials and the trend from a 
civilian to a war economy is a matter of 
record. 

The evidence shows that this country was 
led into the mistaken conclusion that ac
cording to the known reserves of critical 
materials including petroleum, tungsten, 
manganese, zinc, lead, and other minerals, 
"we would exhaust our supplies and they 
would be virtually depleted" within 2 to 12 
years. 

It was advised that we conserve our min
erals and that we purchase such critical 
materials from foreign countries, principally 
Russia. This policy played a large part in 
our subsequent dependence upon far:fiung 
foreign nations for materials which are avail
able to us in this Nation and contiguous and 
neighboring nations in the Western Hemi
sphere. 

19. The Securities and Exchange Commis
sion's purpose is to provide full and f air 
disclosure of the character of securities sold 
and to prevent fraud. Complaints were 
made that the discovery and development of 
new m inerals was retarded by actions of the 
Securit ies and Exchange Commission in that 
it improperly attempted to determine the 
feasibilit y of an enterprise and in that pub
lic announcements of investigations of secu
rities sales were made prior to confidential 
inquiries justifying such announcements. 

The Chairman of the Securities and Ex
change Commission assured the committee 
that "the Commission does not pass upon 
the merits of any security or feasibility of an 
enterp rise offering securities for public sale." 
The Commissioner also stated that there 
would be no publicity given to any adminis· 

trative investigations before the Commission 
aut horized a public hearing or announces a 
public investigation. 

20. Titanium production is a "must ... 
This Nation needs a minimum production 

of 150,000 tons of titanium annually. The 
m anufacture of the proper typ e of military 
plan es without this wonder metal is impos
sible. We are producing approximat ely 2,000 
tons annually. 

21. The industrial use of titanium, in addi
t ion t o the military needs, could amount to 
from $5 billion t o $10 billion annually in t h e 
n ear future. • • • 

22. Th e commercial use of nuclear power 
could be the greatest potential source of im
provement, start ing in the desert and moun
tainous areas where other fuels and h ydro
electric potentials ar e h igh cost or non
existent. 

23. A st ockpile of each critical material 
must be m aintained which, coupled wit h go
ing-concern production' within the Western 
Hemisphere, will be ample to meet the mili
tary and civilian needs. Such a stockpile can 
be decreased as the going-concern production 
is increased. 

The availability of tin is a matter of deep 
concern to this Nation. The far east ern re
sources m ay well prove unavailable to the 
United St a t es in any future war. The West
ern Hemisphere resources contained in Bo
livia are more than adequate to meet t h e 
United St a t es requirements. At present the 
United States Government is operating the 
only tin smelter in the Western Hemisp here. 
R ecently efforts have been made to dismantle 
this smelt er. Test imony received by the 
committee proves t h at t h is would be fool
hardy and shortsighted. It is essential that 
we have a going-concern tin smelt er in the 
Un ited States capable of supplying the 
Unit ed St ates in the future and to supple
ment our stockpile requirements. · 

24. Laboratory research, pilot-plant ex
perimentation, and exploration are impor
tant in the interest of national defense and 
must be implemented for new and improved 
methods of beneficiating critical materials 
and for new uses, substitutes, and replace
ments, and to facilitate the discovery of new 
reserves. 

25. The evidence shows that there have 
been numerous approaches to fasten inter
national distribution controls upon the pro
duction and consumption of the nations of 
the world, including this country. 

The Interna tional Trade Organization of
fered to Congress was the first approach 
based upon the General Agreement on Trade 
and Tariffs. Congress did not accept it. The 
next approach was the International Mate
rials Conference which was not offered to 
Congress. The last approach was a resolu
tion by the Economic and Social Council of 
the United Nations on May 26, 1954. 
STRATEGIC AND POLITICAL PROBLEMS AFFECTING 

THE ACCESSmiL'ITY OF CRITICAL MATERIALS 

The military and political problems affect 
the accessibility of critical materials to the 
United States both in wartime and peace
time. These problems are further compli
cated by the striving by nations for trade 
advantage. 

Military strategists heard by the commit
tee on the areas of transportation available 
in wartime included Charles E. Wilson, Sec
retary of Defense; Robert B. Anderson, 
Deputy Secretary of Defense; Charles S. 
Thomas, Secretary of the Navy; Gen. Alfred 
H. Johnson; Gen. Albert Wedemeyer, Gen. 
Bonner Fellers, Gen. Carl A. Spaatz, and 
Maj. Alexander de Seversky. 

Political experts included the Secretary of 
S t ate, John Foster Dulles, and industrial op
erators in foreign areas and nations where 
political and economic unrest might threaten 
the availability of the critical materials in 
time of actual or pending war emergency. 

Accessibility of critical materials in war
time includes ability to produce and to de-

liver such goods in the emergency-when the 
heat is on-when materiel and manpower is 
needed in other fields. 

All substantially agreed that the Western 
Hemisphere would be the only dependable 
source for such critical materials in time of 
war and that d eliveries from offshore areas 
across major oceans would be problematical, 
to say the least. 

PRESENT SOURCES OF OUR STOCKPILE 

It is from areas in Africa, Asia, and South 
America that this Nation has secured some 77 
percen t of i t s present stockpile of critical 
a n d strategic minera ls and mat erials. 

If ever the United States is to be vigilant, 
n ow is the t ime. We must recognize our 
greatest weakness is the dependency on very 
distant cou ntries across t h e m ajor oceans 
for the needed r a w materials, without which 
we cannot fight a war or live in peace. 

HAVE-NOT POLICY 

Much of our present n ational policy is 
b ased on the assumption that the United 
States is definitely a have-not Nation in re
soect to a considerable number of vital and 
st rategic raw materials, viz: that we have 
exhausted our minerals and ores. 

This assumption is one of the greatest 
frauds and hoaxes ever perpetrated on the 
American people. It has had a sinister 
origin and has been perpetuated by various 
commission s, prin cipally m anned by econo
mists, who, despit e the pretense of detailed 
study, have failed to examine into the funda
mentals. 

These so-called experts, not experienced in 
problems of production, have had no act ual 
production or mining experience but have 
relied on statistical material wrongly inter
preted and consequently misleading. 

This false assumption has had a direct 
bearing on the conduct of our foreign policy. 
It has led us to underwrite the fiscal sys
tems and the cost policies of various foreign 
states whose friendship is deemed of the 
greatest importance due to their possession 
of raw materials which w.e are believed to 
lack. 

As the matter now stands there is every 
possibility that our current dependency on 
foreign sources of supply may be the weak 
link in our def ense that makes it attractive 
to the Russians to embark on a war on the 
simple score of a feasible short war. This 
strategic motivation could invite an effort to 
cut off the United States from sources of crit
ical raw materials essential to its industrial 
plant, and hence to our ability to wage war. 
TWO APPROACHES TO DEFEAT THE UNITED 

STATEs--POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC 

It is the committee's opinion that the So
viet Government has encouraged two ap
proaches to defeat our Nation. One is polit• 
leal (communism), which is being investi
gated by several committees in the House 
and the Senate, starting through the recog
nition of Communist Russia, without any 
safeguards at all, in 1933. The second is the 
economic (free trade, based upon the 1934 
Trade Agreements Act) approach, starting 
with the passage of the 1934 Trade Agree• 
ments Act. 

The committee studied the stockpile pro
gram of the Government very carefully, in· 
cluding its historical background, sources, 
prices paid for the material, and present 
status. 

Security reasons prevent publishing most 
of the material. It suffices to say that the 
findings relative to the status of the stock
piles were in the main not satisfactory in 
many of the critical items. 

Eighty and one-tenth percent of the pres
ent stockpile was secured from, and depends 
upon, foreign sources, largely at the expense 
of domestic producers. 

These policies of saving our domestic re
sources and becoming dependent upon for
eign materials evidently emanated from and 
1s carried on through the lower echelons of 
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the State and other departments who have 
controlled our foreign-trade policies under 
the 1934 Trade Agreements Act. 

It was found too that generally foreign 
low-wage-area producers were paid as much 
and often more per unit for such critical 
materials than was paid or offered domestic 
producers paying sseveral times the wages. 

HARRY DEXTER WHITE WAS FATHER OF ERRONEOUS 
AND FALSE HAVE-NOT CONCEPT 

Evidence submitted to the committee from 
the tiles of one of the libraries of Princeton 
University indicates that known subversive 
elements in the Government such as Harry 
Dexter White, who held high places in the 
Treasury Department and other agencies, as
sisted in establishing the false and erroneous 
theory that the United States is a have-not 
nation, that our ore bodies are being com
pletely depleted. 

It was evidently their plan and project to 
make the United States dependent upon 
foreign sources of supply, which in ti.me of 
war would be unavailable to us and leave us 
vulnerable and defenseless. 

The State Department, to which the re
sponsibility to formulate trade agreements 
was assigned, has had a life-and-death power 
over our domestic mining and critical-ma
terials industry for two decad""· 

This power is exercised by a group of little
known persons of the second and third 
echelon in the State Department who really 
formulate our foreign policy and who for 
the most part have served under three Presi
dents. Practically none of these persons has 
had any experience in the mining industry 
or in the production of strategic raw mate
rials or in fact any business experience. 
They deal in theory and not in facts. 

Through education, environment, and 
background they are trained to placate for
eign powers and try to build up friendship 
with foreign powers. They hope to accom
plish this by entering into trade agreements 
with foreign powers, giving them benefits and 
advantages through division of our markets, 
encouraging these powers to build up their 
production of strategic and critical raw ma
terials which work to a disadvantage and 
at the expense and destruction of our do
mestic industries and thus weaken the se
curity of the Nation. Their equality of 
sacrifice concept has led to an almost com
plete closing of hundreds of our small lead, 
zinc mines, and almost complete closing of 
our mercury and antimony mines, and is 
leading rapidly to the closing down of our 
fiuorspar mines, and more recently is seri
ously affecting the output of our copper 
mines. 

Had it not been for a recent act of Con
gress under Public Law 206 the ·exploration 
and development of several other minerals 
would have been abandoned, namely, tung
sten, manganese, chromite, asbestos, mica, 
columbite-tantalite and beryl. It seems to 
be impossible for our theorists to learn that 
a mine cannot be turned on and off like a 
spigot. The mines of this country have been 
turned off after World Wars I and II and 
reopened when emergencies arose at very 
great cost to the taxpayers and with loss 
of valuable time. 

It is imperative, in order to create a 
healthy going concern mining industry in 
this country, that this power be taken away 
from these uninformed men in the State 
Department and placed in the hands of men 
who have an intimate knowledge of our 
strategic and critical raw-material needs, re
sources and ability to produce. Until this is 
done, this Nation will remain in a state of 
peril. 

WORK OF COMMITTEE CONTINUED 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs has requested a continuation of the 

work of the committee, through Senate 
Resolution 271. 

The resolution has been approved by 
the Senate Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

The report of the committee submitted 
to the Senate on July 9 included 12 
recommendations, supported by the find
ings of the committee, together with a 
summary or digest of the 10 volumes of 
testimony, which includes 58 hearings 
held in Seattle, Wash.; Los Angeles, 
Calif.; Henderson, Nev.; Salt Lake City, 
Utah, and Washington, D. C. 

The published hearings include: 
Part 1, Bureau of Mines. 
Part 2, Stockpile. 
Part 3, Titanium. 
Part 4, International Materials Con-

ference. 
Part 5, Commodity Trade Agreements. 
Part 6, Fuels. 
Part 7, Tariffs and Taxes. 
Part 8, Paley Commission, Staff Study. 
Part 9, Uranium, Columbium, Cobalt, 

Rutile, and Strategic Agriculture Prod
ucts. 

Part 10. Industry. 
BASIC WORK-WESTERN HEMISPHERE CAN BE 

DEFENDI:D 

This is a basic work which shows that 
the Western Hemisphere can be pro
tected in the first go-around of an all-out 
world war. 

It shows that the Western Hemisphere 
can become self-sufficient in the produc
tion of such critical minerals, materials, 
and fuels necessary for us to live in 
peace and to conduct an all-out war. 

It shows that our only dependable sup
ply of such critical materials in any 
emergency must come from the Western 
Hemisphere. 

DEFENSE-OFFENSE BASED IN NORTH AMERICA 

The study also shows that any offshore 
areas across major oceans important to 
us must be protected by long-range 
sonic-speed bombers, fighter planes, 
guided missiles, and radar control, based 
in the Western Hemisphere. 

THE NEW WORLD-STILL ROOM FOR GROWTH 

The study also shows that the Western 
Hemisphere is still the New World-with 
approximately one-third of the world's 
land area with about one-seventh of the 
world's population; whereas the Eastern 
Hemisphere, not including Africa, in
cludes approximately 40. percent of the 
world's land area and nearly three
fourths of the world's population. 
OVERPOPULATION--THE CURSE OF OLD EUROPE 

AND ASIA 

Overpopulation is the real problem of 
old Europe and of Asia, with a near bil
lion people in China and India alone, 
while opportunities still abound in the 
New World, the Western Hemisphere. 

Old Europe, with approximately one
half the land area of the United States, 
contains about twice our population. 

OLD EUROPE VERSUS THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA 

David Lawrence said in an editorial in 
his U. S. News & World Report on July 2, 
1954, that: "So the British Secretary 
comes forth with a speech recommend
ing a nonaggression pact with Soviet 
Russia such as was adopted at Locarno 

in 1925 and was torn into shreds later by 
Hitler, when it suited his purpose." 

Britain has no other recourse, no re
sources and no future-as indicated she 
will sell herself and the United States 
to Russia in a worse than useless non
aggression pact with that country to 
keep Hong Kong and the Malayan States 
1 more year-she cannot plan a long
range strategy-she is like a man who 
slept in the alley-he must find break
fast before he can plan for the after
noon. 

Mr. Lawrence further rightly says in 
his July 2 editorial: 

America alone stands unconvinced that 
surrender and appeasement are necessary. 
There are, to be sure, even some Americans 
who call their own Government a warmonger 
and who exert the pressures of criticism 
upon those of us who plead for old-fashioned 
A...merican courage. But, fortunately, their 
cringing philosophy is not dominant. The 
true warmongers today are the appeasers 
who unwittingly encourage the same miscal
culation by the enemy as has twice before 
brought on world wars. 

Our allies are privileged, of course, to as
sume the calculated risks of a policy of 
pacifism and appeasement. They could be 
right. But the risks of. such a policy being 
wrong are too great for America to take. 

What then should America do? We 
should firmly stand our ground, even if we 
are the last citadel in the world-the na
tion that refuses to be beguiled by the wiles 
of the Communist aggressor. 

Mr. President, Mr. Lawrence is correct 
in his analysis-it only remains for the 
military strategists of this Nation to de
cide how, not if, we are to do it. 
COLONIAL EMPIRE NATIONS LOST THEIR TOUCH 

The colonial-empire-minded nations 
of old Europe-England, France, the 
Netherlands, and Belgium-have lost 
their colonial areas. Colonialism is 
dead in the world, therefore they are 
desperate and are reaching for new 
markets. 

Those markets are in the Western 
Hemisphere-mostly at the moment in 
the United States. 

We were the first nation-175 years 
ago-to break the bonds of colonial 
slavery with a nation of old Europe. We 
declared our complete independence of 
England and her colonial system. 

One hundred and thirty years ago we 
declared what has since been known as 
the Monroe Doctrine. 

President Monroe declared, in essence, 
that any nation that sought to extend 
its form of government into the Western 
Hemisphere would be considered an 
overt act against the United States. 

It is time that we clarified and em
phasized the Monroe Doctrine princi
ple-call it the Eisenhower doctrine if 
we choose-and simply name the areas 
that we consider important to the peace 
and safety of this Nation and reaffirm 
the Monroe Doctrine principle that 
any nation that seeks to extend its po
litical, economic, or military control into 
that area we will destroy their war
making capacity in the heartland of that 
nation, with planes, guided missiles, and 
submarines-not with foot soldiers fight
ing on the periphery three to ten thou
sand miles removed from the heartland 
of this Nation. 

No nation need be named. 
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PROPOSED 

CERTAIN 
SELASSIE 

PRESENTATION OF 
SCROLLS TO HAILE 

Mr. CAPEHART, by unanimous con
sent, submitted the following concur
rent resolution <S. Con. Res. 95), which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

Resolv ed by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatiVes concurring)-

Whereas the title of Protector has been 
proffered to His Imperial Majesty Haile Se
lassie I , the Emperor of Ethiopia, by the re
gents and the president of the Polycultural 
University of America on May 27, 1954; and 

Whereas the Polycultural University of 
America has enacted a charter of profferment 
signed by 13 Senators and 29 Representatives 
of the United States, and presented it to His 
Imperial Majesty on the same date; and 

Whereas the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives consider the courteous act of 
the Polycultural University of America in the 
spirit of American democracy, expressing the 
good will, respect, and admiration of our 
guest, the Emperor of Ethiopia, by American 
people; and 

Whereas the Polycultural University of 
America, a nonprofit institution of higher 
learning incorporated under the laws of the 
District of Columbia, is rendering a great 
service to the Nation by (1) educating Amer
icans in the civilizations and languages of 
other peoples of the world; (2) educating 
students, scholars, and investigators of other 
nationalities in the civilization and language 
of the United States and of other peoples; 
and ( 3) educating Americans and other 
peoples in the art of discovering and realiz
ing their own potentialities and abilities for 
contributing to the good will and welfare 
of their respective nations and of the world, 
and for promoting intercultural and inter
national understanding, justice, decency, 
friendship, and lasting peace; and 

Whereas the present leadership of the 
Unit ed States in world affairs increasingly 
involves contact between citizens of the 
Un ited States and citizens of other nations; 
and 

Whereas a fuller knowledge of world civil
izations and languages by Americans, and a 
fuller knowledge of the American civilization 
and language by the people of other nations, 
will facilitate the success of American peace
time policy; and 

Whereas in the event of hostilities, broader 
knowledge of cultural patterns and lan
guages on the part of both military and civil
ian personnel will be of great value to the 
United States; and 

Whereas the efforts of the Polycultural 
University of America in the field of poly
cultural and adult education will lead to 
the establishment of national polycultural 
institutions in other countries; and 

Whereas the assistance and support given 
by the Congress to the polycultural move
ment will demonstrate anew to the world 
the desire of the United States for peaceful 
cooperation with all nations and peoples; 
and 

Whereas the advancement of this new cul
tural development originating in the United 
States, and the propagation of the polycul
tura l idea among other nations and peoples, 
will counteract the vicious propaganda which 
contends that the people of the United 
States seek war: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring) , That the board 
of regents, the president of the Polycultural 
University of America, Anatol J. Shneiderov, 
and the chancellor of the said university, 
the Reverend John F. B. Carruthers, are here
by commended for their efforts in estab
lishing such university, and for the devoted 
contributions they have made in maintain
ing, encouraging, and promoting interna-

tional and intercultural understanding, jus
tice, decency, friendship, universal good will, 
and lasting peace among all nations and peo
ple by means of polycultural education and 
adult education. 

SEC. 2. The Board of regents of the Poly
cultural University of America is hereby re
quested to prepare for His Imperial Majesty 
Haile Selassie I a farewell gift consisting of 
scrolls signed by the Senators and Represent
atives of the Congress of the Unit ed States 
of America, by officials of the judicia l and 
executive branches of the United States Gov
ernment, by officials in the governments of 
the States, Territories, and the District of 
Columbia of the United States of America, 
and by officials of other agencies , institutions, 
and organizations which adhere to the prin
ciples of the Constitution of the United 
States of America and which desire to join 
the regents of the Polycultural University of 
America in the felicitations expressed in the 
charter presented by the said university to 
His Imperial Majesty Haile Selassie I on May 
27, 1954. 

SEc. 3. It is the sense of the Congress that 
the appropriat e officers in the legislative, 
judicial, and executive branches of the Gov'
ernment, and in the independent offices, 
agencies, and establishments of t he Govern
ment should purchase from the Polycultural 
University of America appropriate numbers 
of copies of the scrolls present ed to His Im
perial Majesty Haile Selassie I by (or in con
currency with) the Po'lycultural University 
of America, and to display t h e said copies 
of the scrolls at appropriate public places 
until July 15, 1955, as a farewell salutation 
to our guest, the Emperor of Ethiopia. 

ADDITIONAL BILL INTRODUCED 
Mr. KEFAUVER, by unanimous con

sent, introduced a bill (S. 3760) to amend 
the Veterans' Preference Act of 1944 in 
order to give preference in promotions 
and transfers to preference eligibles 
under the provisions of such act, which 
was read twice by its title, and referred 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

FLOYD C. BARBER-ORDER TO IN
CLUDE BILL IN CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

wish to ask unanimous consent that 
Calendar 1576, House bill 2815, for the 
relief of Floyd C. Barber, be included 
in the next call of the calendar, for the 
consideration of bills and other measures. 
to which there is no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

PIONEER DAY 
Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, on 

the 24th of July, in Idaho and in the 
adjoining State of Utah many of our 
citizens will observe Pioneer Day, a day 
significant in both States, in that it 
observes the arrival in 1847 of pioneers 
of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter
day Saints. More commonly known as 
Mormons, the members of this church 
through industry, integrity, and per
severance have established high spiritual, 
moral, and ethical standards. 

Concerning the long-established pro
gram designed to encourage thrift, 
President J. Reuben Clark, Jr., made to 
the church membership the following 

comments which, I believe, reflect the 
thinking of many Americans: 

Let us avoid debt as we would avoid a 
plague; where we are in debt, let us get out 
of debt; if not today, then tomorrow. 

Let us straightly and strictly live within 
our incomes, and save a little. 

Let every head of every household see to 
it that he has on hand enough food and 
clothing and, where possible, fuel also, for 
at least a year ahead. You of small means 
put your money in foodstuffs and wearing 
apparel, not in stocks and bonds; you of 
large means will think you know how to care 
for yourselves, but I may venture to suggest 
that you do not speculate. Let every head 
of every household aim to own his own home, 
free fror. l mortgage. Let every man who has 
a garden spot, garden it; every man who 
owns a farm, farm it. 

Let us again clothe ourselves with these 
proved and sterling virtues-honesty, truth
fulness, chastity, sobriety, temperance, in
dustry, and thrift; let us discard all covet
ousness and greed. 

RECESS TO 10 A. M. TOMORROW 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

am about to move that the Senate stand 
in recess until10 o'clock tomorrow morn
ing. I ask that all Senators come to the 
Senate Chamber at 10 o'clock, so we may 
have a quorum. Even if committee 
meetings are scheduled at 10 o'clock, 
Senators will be able to leave the Cham
ber following the quorum call to attend 
the necessary committee meetings. 

Mr. President, if there is no further 
business to come before the Senate this 
evening, I now move that the Senate 
stand in recess until tomorrow morning, 
at 10 o'clock. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 10 
o'clock and 14 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, 
July 16, 1954, at 10 o'clock a. m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 15 (legislative day of July 2>, 
1954: 

IN THE NAVY 

The following-named women officers of 
the Na vy for permanent promotion to the 
grade of lieutenant commander in the line 
and staff corps indicated, subject to qualifl· 
cation therefor as provided by law: 

LINE 

Mary T. Baker Rita Lenihan 
Catherine D. Callahan Jane S. Mlsenhelter 
Eleanor M. Casey Dorothea Ritchie 
Florence L. Erickson Viola B. Sanders 
Dorothy M. Hagen Beatrice M. Truitt 
Mary W. Horton Geraldine F. Twining 
Mary C. Houck Dorothy J. Williams 
Clara A. Kuehn 

The following-named officer of the Navy 
for temporary promotion to the grade of 
commander: 

Joseph M. Parsons 
The following-named line officer for 

permanent appointment in the supply 
Corps of the Navy with the grade of lieu
tenant (junior _grade): 

John A. Murphy 
The following-named officers of the Navy 

for permanent promotion to the grade of 
lieutenant (junior grade) in the line and 
staff corps indicated, subject to qualification 
therefor as prescribed by law: 

LINE 

Robert J. Allen James M. Austin 
Edward M. Armstrong Thomas R. Averett, Jr. 
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Gerald P. Barnett Theodore J. Lange 
Donald P. Bartz Elbert D. Lighter 
Thomas Bingham, Jr. Paul L. Milius 
Elizabeth Black Robert "A" Miller 
Felix E. Blum Charles H. Monroe, Jr. 
Robert J. Bova Larry E. Moore 
Robert L. Brown Ray B. Murphy 
Jerald W. Bucklin Carroll E. Myers 
John W. Buffkin, Jr. WilliamS. Myers 
Patricia E . Byrne Robert F. McBain 
Howard L. Carlson Harold A. McGrath 
John G. Cave Anthony Nesky, Jr. 
Durward C. Cecil Thane N. Olson 
James H. Cochrane Shirley M. O'Neil 
William A. Cody Peter H. Orvis 
Charles L. Coffman Trent R. Powers 
Eugene T. Connors William B. Regan 
James W. Cornwell Donald D. Ritchey 
James W. David Robert W. Ritz 
Ralph 0. Davis Charles T. Roberts 
Duane D. DeWitt Robert "E" Roberts 
Charles A. Duffy Donald D. Rzewnicki 
Alan R . Cunningham Eva W. Schekorra 
Joseph F. Dunn Bonnie J. Schuler 
Alfred C. Eastman TIISheldon 0. Schwartz 
Hugo L. Ecklund, Jr.Patrick J. Sciarretta 
Richard E. Engel Robert C. Sherar 
Edward J. Fagan James G. Simcox 
Claud B. Fallis, Jr. Edmund A. Smith, Jr. 
Donald P. Frei Stanford A. Smith 
Francis C. Gehres William F. Span 
John E. Gilbertson Robert W. Spencer 
Forrest D. GoetschiusDean Stocklmeir 
Robert L. Grappi Walter W. Stovall 
William R. Grayson Leo A. Thibault 
Wilbur E. Greenleaf Faris A. Tomlinson 
William A. Gureck Billie C. Tyson 
Lloyd W. Hodges Don L. Upton 
Neil G. Holt Dale R. Vandermolen 
Robert E. Holt Max W. Wakeland 
Frank J. Horstmann Carl B . Ward 
James R. Hughes Allan P. Weintraub 
Edmund W. Ingley Robert E. Wickham 
Maurice M. Johnston,Quentin E. Wilhelmi 

Jr. Beverly R. Williford 
John E. Jones Raymond N. Winkel 
Willie M. Jones, Jr. Bobbie D. Williard 
James T. Kearns Gerald J. Witvoet 
Allan Kvello 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Donald D. Burbank Richard F. Reynolds 
William E. Nast Frank C. Skiles, Jr. 

CIVU. ENGINEER CORPS 

Archer E. Church, Jr. 
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 

Milton T. VanMetre 
NURSE CORPS 

Elizabeth T. McDonald 
The following-named line officer for per

manent appointment in the Civil Engineer 
Corps of the Navy with the grade of ensign 
and for permanent promotion to the grade 
of lieutenant (junior grade) in the Civil 
Engineer Corps, subject to qualification 
therefor provided by law: 

Louis Huszar, Jr. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 15 (legislative day of July 
2), 1954: 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

James C. Worthy, of Illinois, to be Assistant 
Secretary of Commerce. 

COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY 

The following to be commissioned for per
manent appointment to the grade indicated. 
subject to qualifications provided by law: 

To be captain 
John C. Bose 
Samuel B. Grenell 

To be lieutenant commanders 
Allen L. Powell 
Norman E. Taylor 

To be lieutenant 
Omar H. Quade, Jr. 

To be lieutenants (junior grade) 
Donald L. Campbell Robert M. Borst 
Albert J. Ramey John F. Vance, Jr. 

•• .... • • 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

THURSDAY, JULY 15, 1954 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
Almighty God, in the quietness of this 

moment of worship, may we become more 
keenly aware of the divine strength 
which surrounds us and the divine wis
dom which Thou hast placed at our dis
posal. 

We penitently acknowledge that we so 
frequently allow ourselves to become be
wildered by things that do not matter, 
bewildered by problems of our own imagi
nation, and worried by that which does 
not exist. 

Pardon all our fickleness and foolish
ness, our doubt and distrust. May no 
willfulness of temper, no rebellion of 
mind, no perversity of spirit cloud our 
vision of Thyself, who art our life, our 
strength, our hope. 

Grant that we may be inspired to do 
Thy will more perfectly, for in the doing 
of Thy will is our peace. 

Show us today what kind of legislation 
will be most helpful as we seek to min
ister to the welfare and happiness of the 
poor, the sick, the aged, the lonely and 
discouraged, and the needy members of 
the human family. 

Hear us in the name of our beloved 
Lord. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. 

Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend
ment a concurrent resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H. Con. Res. 250. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of add.itional copies 
of the slip law for the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol
lowing title: 

S. 1276. An act to amend the Bankhead
Jones Farm Tenant Act in order to increase 
the interest rate on loans made under title 
I of such act. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the bill <H. J. Res. 534) entitled "Joint 
resolution to authorize the Secretary of 
Commerce to sell certain war-built pas
senger-cargo vessels, and for other pur
poses," disagreed to by the House; agrees 
to the conference asked by the House 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
BUTLER, Mr. POTTER, and Mr. MAGNUSON 
to be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com
mittee of. conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 
9242) entitled "An act to authorize cer
tain construction at military and naval 
installations and for the Alaska Com
munications System, and for other pur
poses." 

ADJOURNMENT OVER 
Mr. ,HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 
noon on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In
diana? 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for· 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection· to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 

Speaker, today a resolution is being 
brought to the floor from the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs which I am sure 
every Member of the House will be in 
accord with and fvr which we all will 
want to vote. Unfortunately it will be 
necessary for me to attend a luncheon 
at the White House today being given 
for the Prime Minister and other digni
taries from Libya. I appreciate this op
portunity to express my complete agree
ment with the resolution and to say that 
I hope I shall be back when the roll is 
called. But, should I miss it, I want to 
register the fact that I am in accord with 
the resolution and would vote for it were 
I here. 

MERCHANT MARINE ACADEMY AT 
KINGS POINT, N. Y., SHOULD BE 
ON PERMANENT STATUS 
Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to include an 
editorial. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, 

pending before the Merchant Marine 
Committee at this time is H. R. 9434, 
introduced by my colleague the gentle
man from Wisconsin [Mr. VAN PELT]. 
This bill should be passed at this session 
of Congress. 

This bill would place the Merchant 
Marine Academy at Kings Point, N.Y., 
on a permanent status. Since the 
Academy's inception, it has had to come, 
hat in hand, before the Congress each 
year for funds in which to maintain 
itself. The time has come for the Con
gress to recognize the importance of the 
Academy and its graduates. Outside of 
the Naval Academy, Kings Point is the 
only source of trained naval personnel 
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wherein a 4-year course is devoted to the 
training of a man for life at sea. The 
Congress should act now. It should not 
duck this important issue. I would like 
to include an editorial from a Long 
Island daily newpaper, Newsday, empha
sizing the gravity of the situation. Those 
trying to torpedo Kings Point have no 
conception of the harm they will do to 
national defense: 

PATRONAGE VERSUS THE POINT 
Once again the issue of State patronage 

is taking precedence over the national good 
in the Senate. Maine's two lawmakers, Sen
ators PAYNE and SMITH, have asked the Sen
ate to postpone action on giving Kings Point 
Merchant Marine Academy permanent status. 

The Maine delegation fears that such 
status for Kings Point may mean the end 
of their State academy, which is subsidized 
by the Federal Government. The bill might 
also mean the end of State academies in 
Massachusetts, New York, and California, the 
four of which cost the United States $787,000 
a year. 

The fears of the Maine Senators, we hope, 
are justified. There _is no reason why the 
Government should support State academies 
when it has the facilities at Kings Point to 
do the job. 

We see no point in holding up the bill. 
Though funds for the next year are already 
assured, morale is endangered by maintain
ing the Academy on what Representative 
BECKER called a crisis-to-crisis existence. 
As the Van Pelt subcommittee of the House 
has decided, and as Senator IRVING IVEs asks, 
the school should be given permanent status 
and equality with the other service Acad
emies. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 
Mr. VURSELL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 15 
minutes on Tuesday next, after the con
clusion of the legislative program and 
any special orders heretofore entered. 

COMMITTEE ON HOUSE 
ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on House Administration have until mid
night tomorrow night to file a report on 
H. R. 9413, the Capitol Police Force bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

THE FIGHT FOR INDIAN HOSPITALS 
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, if 

you are a Member of Congress who is just 
as concerned about the health and well
being of America's native Indian popula
tion as you are about the natives of India, 
Pakistan, and the Far East-and I be
lieve all United States Representatives 
have a greater concern about our own 
people--then I earnestly appeal to you to 
examine most carefully the conference 
report on H. R. 303 when it comes before 
this body. 

In the very near future we should have 
before us the work of our conference 
committee on this bill, which has been 
presented as a simple transfer of re
sponsibility for American Indian 
health-from the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs to the United States Public Health 
Service. Some proponents of the meas
ure have told the Indians that this bill is 
designed to provide better staffed and 
equipped hospitals for American Indians, 
and that it would not have the effect of 
closing any badly needed Indian hos-
pitals in our country. · 

Those of us who oppose this bill are 
convinced that it is in reality a master 
plan for closing all Indian hospitals in 
this country, and for shifting all re
sponsibility for Indian health to local 
and State shoulders. Such a purpose 
would be in violation of many statutory 
and treaty obligations of our Govern
ment in the field of American Indian 
health, and some advocates of H. R. 303 
have denied any such purpose. 

The simple fact is that Indian health 
conditions in our country require addi
tional Indian hospitals, rather than their 
closing. When we consider that the 
tuberculosis rate among Oklahoma In
dians is 7 times as high as among non
Indians, and the infant mortality rate is 
10 times as high, it should be readily 
apparent that now is not the time to 
reduce our hospital effort. 

H. R. 303 passed the House on the 
Consent Calendar, in the absence of some 
of its opponents from Washington, and 
through the belief of other opponents of 
the bill that open hearings on the Senate 
side would be helpful. 

As a result of those open hearings
in which practically every Indian who 
testified gave testimony against the bill
the Senate added an amendment de
signed to reassure the Indian people and 
secure their cooperation in any substitute 
health program. 

The Senate amendment provided that 
no hospital operated for a specific tribe 
of Indians could be closed without the 
consent of the tribal council. Since 
many tribes had invested heavily from 
tribal funds in these hospitals, and since 
they had become an integral part of 
Indian health programs in the States, 
this did not appear to be an unreasonable 
requirement. The Senate voted this 
amendment and returned the bill to the 
House. 

But leading House conferees have an
nounced their opposition to this amend
ment. One has been quoted as saying 
that such an amendment would make 
H. R. 303 unworkable. 

If the real object of H. R. 303 is to 
provide better staffing and equipment for 
Indian hospitals, and a better health pro
gram, it is difficult to see how the pro
tective amendment would harm the bill 

Of course, if the object of H. R. 303 
is to close Indian hospitals, I will agree 
that the Senate amendment will make 
the bill unworkable. 

There are many more reasons why our 
Indian hospitals should be kept in opera
tion, and under the administration of 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and when 
the conference report reaches us I hope 
to have the opportunity to discuss this 

important question on the floor at 
greater length. 

It could mean life or death for thou
sands of our first Americans. 

I trust the House will give any further 
action on H. R. 303 its most careful con
sideration. 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
INSURANCE LEGISLATION 

Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Speaker, I 

deeply regret that the Senate in consid
ering the Employment Security Adminis
trative Act of 1954 on July 13 followed 
the example of the House in rejecting 
the principles of H. R. 9430 of which I 
have the honor to be a sponsor. H. R. 
9430 was introduced in the House on 
June 3, 1954, and moves forward on the 
highest level of business statesmanship 
the accepted philosophy of the widely 
approved and entirely workable prin
ciple of Federal-State unemployment 
insurance. 

Unemployment compensation insur
ance legislation is a problem of national 
policy that I believe to be of the first 
order of importance to the domestic 
economy of our country. It directly 
affects the Nation's business interests 
in a most sensitive area-the human 
area. And it reached to the very heart 
of the stability, the morale, and the 
character of the American worker. Yet, 
the legislation on the subject, H. R. 9709, 
as passed by the House on July 8, fails 
to achieve the elementary ends to which 
this type of legislation is directed. It 
falls short of dealing with the issue with 
the necessary boldness and complete
ness. 

I submit respectfully that H. R. 9709 
is weighed down by its own timidity. It 
is a cautious half-way attempt to do 
what needs to be done with a firm hand 
and a sure hold on the problem. This 
lack of forthrightness seems to me to 
be especially avoidable in face of the fact 
that we are dealing with a principle of 
Federal law and administration which 
has through the years demonstrated it
self so successful that both H. R. 9430 
and H. R. 9709, propose to extend the 
principle of Federal-State unemploy
ment insurance. It happens that H. R. 
9709 was introduced 25 days after the 
bill I favor. Of one thing I am certain: 
It is not the intent of this bill to suck 
the blood and eat the heart out of the 
unemployment insurance program. I 
am sure there is sincerity on the side of 
the opposition. And yet their set of 
fainthearted amendments in H. R. 9709, 
it seems to me, vitiates the whole unem
ployment insurance program, however 
good the intention. It is for this reason 
that I cannot help warning the propo
nents of H. R. 9709 that American labor 
has both the education and the experi
ence, the tough and hard-earned knowl
edge that will enable it to see at a glance 
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that labor's interest, in time of crisis, is 
not genuinely nor adequately served by 
H. R. 9709. I commend the good inten
tion but the technique is demonstrably 
faulty. Against this bill, which I hold to 
be a mere substitute in flimsy and super
ficial form for a needed sound measure, I 
commend the strength and the boldness 
of H. R. 9430. 

Let us examine our problem more 
closely: 

Both bills by their very appearance 
proclaim that the existing unemploy
ment compensation insurance program 
has been rendered legislatively obsolete 
by two decades of change-since 1935. I 
will not dwell upon the depth and scope 
of this change except to point out that 
involved in it is the overwhelming im
pact of World War II. Thus the pro
ponents of both bills are agreed upon 
the need for revision and advance. 
Under the basic or 1935 legislation an 
employer was required to have eight em
ployees to come within the terms of the 
act. The States have, within the terms 
of the Federal law, individually legislated 
their own definitions of how many em
ployees an employer is required to have 
in order to come within the meaning 
of the law. Under H. R. 9709 the em
ployer must have four employees to come 
within the act. But under H. R. 9430, 
which I sponsored, it is sufficient that 
the employer have one or more employees 
to come within the coverage of the Fed
eral Unemployment Tax Act. Again 
without condemning the motives of the 
opposition to the measure for which I 
stand, I submit that it is just as im
practical, just as inherently unsound, to 
fail to cover the smallest employer of 
labor and his employee or employees, 
as the largest. How possibly can this in
surance program do itself justice if it 
leaves out of its protection whole seg
ments of the employer and employee 
population? Hunger, deprivation, and 
humiliation hits the employee out of 
work and his family just as hard if his 
employer employs only him or a thousand 
. others as well. 

If the bill of which I am cosponsor had 
no further advantage over the inade
quate measure than this matter of 1 
employee as against 4, this alone would 
be sufficient to commend it to our sense 
of fairness and to the overall aims for 
which all this legislation was enacted in 
the first place. For it represents the 
greatest enlightenment in the relations 
of Government, management, and the 
toiler since the Nation's evolution to its 
presently highly industrialized state 
from the agrarian economy of our early 
past. 

The advocates of both bills seek to 
have the Government employees included 
under the benefits of unemployment in
surance. But while the advocates of 
H. R. 9709 include the Government work
ers in their legislation, my fellow spon
sors and I recognizing the complexities 
of the situation, planned separate legis
lation for the Government worker. 
Surely this intelligent separation, tailor
ing each of two measures to meet specific 
differences, must win the approval of 
those who wish to avoid confusion and 
who look for the highest degree of sim-

plicity and efficiency in the programs en
acted by the Congress. 

The bill I urged is a scientifically de
vised measure that has the fullest and 
the wisest grasp of the technicalities of 
the problem. It has made itself cog
nizant of the human weaknesses that, 
in less thoughtfully designed measures, 
would lead to a maudlin kind of do
goodism. Thus, for example, it would 
permit a State to d,isqualify an individ
ual who has left suitable work or refused 
to accept suitable work without good 
cause ·or who is discharged for miscon
duct in connection with his work. It 
would permit a State to disqualify an 
individual in the case of strikes if he is 
a participant or has a direct interest in 
the strike for any week in which his un
employment is due to the strike. Dis
qualification may be extended to 12 
weeks in the event of fraud or willful 
misrepresentation. 

This statesmanlike H. R. 9430 legisla
tion takes into consideration standard of 
living variations in the several States. 
It provides that the maximum . benefit 
under the State law be not less than an 
amount equal to two-thirds of the aver
age weekly wage within that State. And 
then it requires that the individual sub
ject to this maximum receive unemploy
ment insurance compensation equal to 
at least one-half of his average weekly 
wage. And those who are eligible are to 
receive at least 39 weeks of unemploy
ment benefits a year. 

The States under the bill I endorsed 
have an increased latitude in the matter 
of determining the methods of reducing 
employers' taxes under the State law be
low 2.7 percent. That bill protects the 
unemployment fund, requiring that all 
collections under the Federal Unemploy .. 
ment Tax Act in the Federal unemploy
ment account be earmarked to the un
employment trust fund. A State whose 
accumulated funds for unemployment 
compensation get precariously low may 
receive a reinsurance grant from the 
Federal unemployment account under 
the bill I hope becomes law. It also im
poses a minimum rate of contribution of 
at least 1.2 percent whenever a State's 
fund drops below 6 percent. 

There are many other improvements 
in detail and in technique in the bill 
which I hoped the House would adopt. 
It stands head and shoulders over the 
bill passed by the House from whatever 
avenue of approach you propose to con
sider the two measures. It is not a radi
cal change in the principle of unemploy
ment insurance, but it is a distinct ad
vance consonant with the change and 
expansion of the American economy. 
H. R. 9430 would meet the problem head
on and would solve it, I believe conserva
tively and soundly for the good of busi
ness, for the good of the employee, and 
eminently for the strengthening and the 
health of the American people and their 
economy. 

INCREASE IN VETERANS' SERVICE
CONNECTED COMPENSATION 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speak~r. I ask unani
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and _extend .my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the . request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, the Rad

wan discharge petition was placed on the 
desk yesterday. I am happy to announce 
that I have signed this petition, designed 
to bring up H. R. 9020, a bill which pro
vides a 10-percent increase in pensions 
for service-connected veterans, and 
smaller increases for non-service-con
nected cases. I urge my colleagues to 
put their names to this petition, so that 
we may act on this moderate legislation. 

This House has recognized the need to 
increase pensions for other persons
social-security beneficiaries, among 
others. It is just as difficult for a dis
abled veteran to meet the rising cost of 
living on a fixed pension as it is for any 
other citizen, so we are obligated to ad
just the compensation of our veterans. 

According to the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, the Disabled American Veterans, 
and the American Legion, Department of 
Illinois, we have in our State alone some 
115,000 disabled veterans who are now 
drawing compensation or pension, and 
some 40,000 cases to which the Veterans' 
Administration is paying entirely inade
quate benefits to widows, children, and 
dependent parents. 

H. R. 9020 was reported by the Com
mittee on Veterans Affairs after exten
sive hearings. It has been well estab
lished that veterans should be given 
moderate cost-of-living increases in com
pensation. The committee, in its unani
mous action, also cut the cost of the in
crease by $58 million in an effort to meet 
the administration's desire for economy. 
I believe the committee should be com
plimented in its effort to provide the vet
erans with a needed increase, to enable 
the administration to carry out its 
pledges, and at the same time to put a 
minimum burden on the budget. 

SENATOR DAVID I. WALSH 
MEMORIAL 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to a.ddress the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to insert in the REc
ORD my remarks in part at the recent 
dedicatory exercises of the Senator David 
I. Walsh memorial statue at the Espla
nade, Boston, Mass., on June 6, 1954. 

The occasion was most impressive. It 
was attended by members of the clergy, 
Senator SALTONSTALL, Governor Herter, 
Members of Congress, and the general 
court, and other prominent public offi
cials, Judge Connelly and other distin
guished members of the judiciary, as well 
as a large group of distinguished guests, 
relatives, and friends of one of Massa
chusetts greatest sons in the public 
service. 

The invocation was given by the Very 
Reverend Oscar R. O'Gorman, pastor of 
St. Agnes Church, Arlington, Mass. The 
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unveiling was conducted by Senator 
Walsh's dear and loyal friend of almost 
40 years, a native of the Philippines, and 
a member of his immediate household, 
I sidro Carino. 

The memorial, which was authorized 
by the Massachusetts General Court, 
upon the petition of Judge Connelly, rep
resenting close friends of Senator Walsh 
and members of the Walsh Memorial 
Association, was presented in behalf f.lf 
the Commonwealth by the distinguished 
commissioner of the metropolitan dis
trict commission, the Honorable Charles 
VI. Greenough. It was accepted for the 
Commonwealth by His Excellency, Gov. 
Christian A. Herter. Senator SALTON
STALL delivered an eloquent dedicatory 
address. 

The United States Navy Band of the 
First Naval District was in attendance 
and rendered touching musical selec
tions. Because of Senator Walsh's great 
and magnificent contributions to the 
Navy, as chairman of the Senate Naval 
Affairs Committee, it was most fitting 
that the Navy should be represented at 
the exercises. 

My remarks as presiding chairman of 
the occasion follow in part: 

My friends, we proudly and gratefully 
gather here today to unveil and dedicate this 
·beautiful statue of our beloved friend and 
benefactor, Senator Walsh. 

This magnificent sculpture has been 
wrought by the hand of a talented and dis
tinguished artist. 

For years to come, it will stand here on 
this lovely spot, within the great historic city 
of Boston, where American liberty was fos
tered. 

Generations of Americans yet unborn will 
pass by this spot and observe this impressive 
memorial, which the vision and loyalty of 
friends like Judge Connelly, the distin
guished leader of the Walsh Memorial Asso
ciation, and the generosity and considera
tion of our great general court, have made 
possible. 

His noble countenance lifted to the 
heavens, just as it was during his long, fruit
ful life of illustrious service to the cause of 
the common people, beaming constant in
spiration and hope to all those who love and 
cherish the cause of human liberty, freedom, 
and democracy, to which our great, honored, 
and lamented friend, Senator Walsh, so com
pletely and courageously devoted his life. 

For his was a career of devoted service to 
the people and to the Nation he loved so 
well. His was a lifetime of loyalty and sac
rifice to preserve our liberties, to promote 
social justice, and to keep this Nation strong 
and impregnable against foreign enemies and 
the insidious ravages of domestic subversion. 

In the ranks of great American patriots 
and statesmen, the name of David I. Walsh 
is in delibly emblazoned upon the history of 
the era in which he lived. His rugged in
tegrity, his indomitable courage, his great 
eloquence, his unswerving loyalty to God and 
to country, his unsurpassed vision in chart
ing a safe course for our beloved country, 
h is unyding allegiance to the cause of the 
common people from whom he sprung, all 
these marked him with the unforgettable 
insignia of greatness. 

His mortal self has departed from our 
midst, from the company of those of us who 
loved him for the warmth and nobility of 
his friendship, and for his endearing per
sonal qualities, as well as from the people 
who found in his stalwart, inspiring leader
ship superlative example of Americanism. 
But his memory is forever enshrined in our 
hearts. The memory of his devout life, his 

exalted principles, his noble deeds, his sym
pathetic understanding, his vivid patriotism, 
his profound devotion to God, to country, 
and to every righteous cause, will live imper
ishably to inspire hope in the struggling 
and the oppressed, and to keep the fires of 
patriotism burning in the hearts and minds 
of our people. David I. Walsh-great soul, 
great statesman, great American-we hail 
your hallowed memory today. In this great 
crisis, may Almighty God give us the high 
purpose, the strength, and the wisdom to 
cling tenaciously to your lofty ideals, your 
loyalty, and your love of our native land. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per

m ission to address the House for 20 min
utes on Monday next, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered. 

Mrs. FRANCES!?. BOLTON asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 20 minutes on Monday next, 
following any special orders heretofore 
entered. 

RESOLUTION OF GREETING TO PEO
PLES AND LEGISLATIVE BODIES 
OF THE GOLD COAST AND NIGERIA 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I am to

day introducing a resolution extending 
on behalf of the House of Representa
tives the most cordial greetings to the 
legislative bodies of the Gold Coast and 
Nigeria on the occasion of the first meet
ing of their legislatures, and in addition 
authorizing the Secretary of State to 
appoint a United States delegation at 
the appropriate time to represent the 
United States at ceremonies marking 
the achievement of complete self-gov
ernment for these territories. 

On April 29, 1954, a new constitution 
was approved for the Gold Coast which 
brings it to the threshold of sovereign 
independence. Under it an all-African 
Government with almost complete re
sponsibility for the country's internal 
affairs has been established. After an 
election with universal adult suffrage, 
Kwame Nkrumah has been chosen 
Prime Minister. Nkrumah, educated at 
Lincoln University in Pennsylvania, was 
the first African ever to hold such office 
in any British territory. His leadership 
is, indeed, a great source of hope for 
the 4 million people of the Gold Coast. 

Similarly in Nigeria, the largest of the 
United Kingdom territories with a pop
ulation of 31.5 million, a new federal 
constitution representing the will of the 
people as expressed through their lead
ers is expected to be approved next 
month. The new constitution will give · 
the 3 regions of Nigeria greater auton
omy and will carry 2 of the 3 regions a 
considerable way toward self-govern
ment. Supplementing these moves to
ward independence, ·the United King
dom has declared that in 1956 they 
will be prepared to grant full self-gov-

err-..ment to any region that may wish 
it in respect to those subjects that are 
a regional responsibility. Nnamdi 
Azikwe, who recently visited the United 
States, will become Prime Minister of 
the eastern region. Like his Gold Coast 
counterpart, he, too, is an alumnus of 
Lincoln University and a respected 
leader of nationalist movements 
throughout western Africa. 

Our Nation's policy encourages legit
imate efforts toward independence and 
self -government among those peoples 
who demonstrate a desire and capacity 
to establish and protect free institutions. 
This must be the strength of our posi
tion in former colonial and underde
veloped areas. Accordingly, Congress 
should take official cognizance of the mo
mentous events that are now happening 
in western Africa. At a time when man's 
natural will to be free is thwarted in 
many parts of the world by the sub
version practiced by Communists under 
the leadership of the Soviet Union and 
the Chinese Communist regime, the sig
nificance of recent developments in the 
Gold Coast and Nigeria looms very large 
for the free world's success. We should 
be sure not to repeat the mistakes in 
Africa which are costing the free world 
so dearly in southeast Asia. 

Since the British acquisition of the 
territories now comprising the Gold 
Coast and Nigeria during the 19th cen .. 
tury, vast changes have been wrought 
there. From primitive tribal cultures 
these territories have now advanced to 
a degree of social .and political maturity 
that should soon allow them to assume 
their rightful places among the free na .. 
tions of the world. We must make it 
unmistakably clear that it is our purpose 
to aid the practical efforts of these 
people to achieve independence and self
government. I therefore urge that Con
gress extend its most cordial greetings to 
the first meetings of the Gold Coast and 
Nigerian Legislatures which are expected 
to be held in July and September re
spectively and that the Secretary of 
State appoint a delegation at the appro .. 
priate time to represent the United 
States at ceremonies marking the 
achievement of complete independence 
for these territories. Such acts would be 
fitting recognition of the democratic 
ideals shared by the United States and 
these countries and would be a reaffirma
tion of the friendship of the United 
States for the peoples of Africa. 

MILITARY AND NAVAL CONSTRUC
TION ACT 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill <H. R. 
9242) to authorize certain construction 
at military and naval installations and 
for the Alaska communications system, 
and for other purposes, and ask unani
mous consent that the statement of the 
managers on the part of the House be 
read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from llli .. 
nois? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
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The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NO. 2237) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9242) to authorize certain construction at 
military and naval installations and for the 
Alaska Communications System, and for 
other purposes, having met after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 14, 20, 24, 25, and 28. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 
17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 
34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 
47,48, 49, 51, 52, 53, 54, 58, 60, 61, 62, 63, and 
64, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow
ing: ": Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army, in exercising the authority granted 
herein, shall, whenever practicable and in 
the best interests of the United States, pro
vide for the rehabilitation of existing bar
racks and officer quarters in lieu of new 
construction"; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 5: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow
ing: "$2,787,000"; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 13: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as fol
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the Senate amendment insert 
the following: "$10,994,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 50: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 50, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In the matter proposed to be inserted by 
amendment strike out "$1,007,963,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$1,034,906,000"; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 55: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 55, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow
ing: "$129,096,000"; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 56: That the House 
recede from itE disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 56, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the fol
lowing: "$236,060,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 57: That the House 
recede from itE disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 57, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as fol
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: "$102,042,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 59: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 59, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow-

ing: $201,893,000"; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 65: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 65, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow
ing: 

"SEc. 510. All .contracts entered into by 
the United States pursuant to the authoriza
tion contained in this Act shall be awarded, 
so far as practicable, if the interest of the 
national security shall not be impaired there
by and if such award is consistent with the 
provisions of the Armed Services Procure
ment Act of 1947, on a competitive basis to 
the lowest responsible bidder." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
LES ARENDS, 

PAUL W. SHAFER, 

LEROY JOHNSON, 
JAMES VAN ZANDT, 

CARL VINSON, 
PAUL J. KILDAY, 
L. MENDEL RIVERS, 

Managers on the Pm·t of the House. 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, 

FRANCIS CASE, 
JAS. H. DUFF, 
HARRY F. BYRD, 

By J. C. S. 
JOHN C. STENNIS, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 9242) to authorize 
certain construction at military and naval 
installations, and for other purposes, sub
mit the following statement in explanation 
of the effect of the action agreed upon by 
the conferees and recommended in the ac
companying conference report: 

LEGISLATION IN CONFERENCE 

On May 26, 1954 the House of Representa
tives passed H . R. 9242 which was the fiscal 
year 1955 military construction authoriza
tion for the three military departments and 
the Alaska Communication System. On 
July 9, 1954 the Senate considered the House 
bill and amended it in several respects. 

The major differences and the action 
agreed upon by the conferees are as 
follows: 

The amendment requiring that the au
thorizations for construction provided for in 
Title I would be administered in accord
ance with a building program that would 
expend for rehabilitation at least $5,000,000 
of the total $45,000,000 authorized for bar
racks and bachelor officer quarters in lieu 
of that amount for new construction, was 
modified so as to permit a discretionary ap
proach by the Secretary of the Army in such 
fashion as to utilize the rehabilitation au
thority where such would be in the best 
interests of the United States. The Senate 
amendment with respect to Fort Belvoir was 
modified by the addition of one barracks 
over those allowed by the Senate at this in
stallation. The Senate receded with respect 
to Fort Bliss to the extent that five addi
tional barracks were authorized and all of 
the bachelor officer quarters re-inserted. 
The Senate receded entirely with respect to 
the troop housing and other facilities at Fort 
Hood, Tex. 

In the Navy portion, the Senate receded 
with respect to the four barracks which had 
been deferred at the Marine Corps Auxiliary 
Air Station at Beaufort, S. C. The Senate 
further receded with respect to the reinser
tion of the land item at the Naval Magazine, 
Port Chicago, Calif. The pipeline at Elk 
Hills, Calif., which had been stricken by 
the House and reinserted by the Senate was 
again stricken by the conferees and the Sen-

ate further receded with respect to its re
insertion of the facilities at the Navy Am
munition Depot, Fallbrook, Calif. 

The Air Force section remained unchanged 
with the exception of a remedial amendment 
to section 302 (b) which was added by the 
Senate for the purpose of rescinding an 
unused authorization that would otherwise 
have remained in that section. 

The new section 510, which would have 
required that all contracts entered into by 
the United States, pursuant to the author
ization contained in H. R. 9242, should be 
awarded, so far as practicable, and where the 
interest of the national security would nQt 
be imnaired, on a competitive basis to the 
lowes{ responsible bidder. This new section 
was modified by the addition of a provision 
that this limitation would obtain only so 
far as such would not be in conflict with the 
Armed Services Procurement Act. 

Otherwise the House receded with respect 
to the Senate amendments. 

LEs C. ARENDS, 

PAUL W. SHAFER, 

LEROY JOHNSON, 

JAMES VANZANDT, 

CARL VINSON, 

PAUL J. KILDAY, 
L. MENDEL RIVERS, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The conference report was agreed to, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

AUSTRALIAN WAR MEMORIAL 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 9006) to 
amend the act of May 22,1896, as amend
ed, concerning the loan or gift of works 
of art and other material, with a Sen
ate amendment thereto, and concur in 
the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert "That (a) the Secretary of the Army 
is authorized to transfer to the Australian 
War Memorial in Canberra, Australia, with
out compensation, 28 German war paintings 
depicting Australian troops which are now 
the property of the United States in the 
custody of the Secretary of the Army. 

"(b) Nothing contained in this act shall 
authorize the expenditure of any funds of 
the United States to defray any cost of trans
portation or handling incident to such trans
fer." 

Amend the title so as to read: "An act to 
authorize the Secretary of the Army to do
nate 28 paintings to the Australian War 
Memorial." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con

curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HOUSING 
BILL 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the conferees 
on H. R. 7839, the so-called housing bill, 
may have until midnight Sunday to file 
·a conference report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
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HARDING LAKE CAMP, FAIRBANKS, 

ALASKA 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent · to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill 
<S. 2900) to authorize the sale of cer
tain land in Alaska to the Harding Lake 
Camp, Inc., of Fairbanks, Alaska, for use 
as a youth camp and related purposes, 
with a House amendment thereto, insist 
on the House amendment, and agree to 
the conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne
braska? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. SAYLOR, D'EWART, 
DAWSON of Utah, ENGLE, and ASPINALL. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES 
Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Rules may have until midnight 
tonight to file reports. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

SEATING OF COMMUNIST REGIME 
IN CHINA IN THE UNITED NATIONS 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I call up the resolution <H. Res. 634) pro
viding for the consideration of House 
Resolution 627, a resolution reiterating 
the opposition of the House of Represent
atives to the seating of the Communist 
regime in China in the United Nations, 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of House Reso
lution 627, reiterating the opposition of the 
House of Representatives to the seating of 
the Communist regime in China in the 
United Nations. After general debate, which 
shall be confined to the resolution and shall 
continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs, the resolution shall 
be read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of · the reading of 
the resolution for amendment, the Commit
tee shall rise and report the same to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted, and the previous question 
shall l)e considered as ordered on the resolu
tion and amendments thereto to final pass
age without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. CoLMER], and I now 
yield myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in 
order the consideration of House Resolu
tion 627. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, a point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
the Member who made the point of order 
of no quorum is not present on the floor. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman does 
not state a point of order. 

One hundred and forty Members are 
present, not a quorum. 

Mr . HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Barden 
Barrett 
Bonin 
Brooks, La. 
Buckley 
Camp 
Cotton 
Coudert 
Curtis, Mo. 
Curtis, Nebr. 
Dingell 
Dodd 
Durham 
Fallon 
Feighan 
Fisher 
Fogarty 
Harris 
Harrison, Wyo. 

[Roll No. 104] 
Heller 
Hillings 
Holifield 
Horan 
Keating 
Kersten, Wis. 
Long 
Lucas 
Lyle 
McGregor 
Mailliard 
Martin , Iowa 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Kans. 
Morrison 
Norblad 
O'Brien, Mich. 
Ostertag 
P atman, Tex. 

Perkins 
Powell 
R egan 
Rivers 
Roosevelt 
Scott 
Shafer 
Shelley 
Short 
Sikes 
Sutton 
Thompson, La. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Utt 
Weichel 
Wheeler 
Willis 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 373 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

HUCKSTERISM 
Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Speaker, the Congress is tentatively 
scheduled to adjourn at the end of this 
month, and there is no doubt that it 
can do so if the leadership is determined 
to push through on that timetable. But 
whether it can do so and still enact into 
law sizable portions of the legislative 
program remains to be seen. Many of 
the top issues are still tied up in Senate 
committees or in conference committees 
composed of representatives of both 
Houses. 

As usual, the House is far ahead of 
the Senate in the passage of important 
bills. With its privilege of unlimited de
bate, the Senate can spend days and 
even weeks on an issue that the House 
might pass inside of 3 or 4 hours. And 
when the Senate does complete action 
on a bill, it frequently does not look any
thing like the bill the House passed, be
cause any Senator can submit unlimited 
amendments to it while we in the House 
are sometimes restricted under our rules 
from even trying to amend a bill. 

Then it is up to conference commit
tees to iron out the differences and agree 
on a final version of the measure. If the 
disagreements are deep-seated enough
as they frequently are-the conferees 
may argue for weeks, and then come 

through with a compromise bill at the 
very last minute. 

So we face an adjournment rush of 
conference bills in the next few weeks 
which will be almost overwhelming. 
Issues which were fought out once in 
House debate will come up all over again 
in perhaps different form, and the Con
gress-as always-will resemble nothing 
so much as chaos in the dying days of 
the session. 

Among big issues still hanging and still 
unresolved are: Housing, foreign aid, the 
agriculture bill, tax revision, unemploy
ment compensation, the issue of raising 
the ceiling on the national debt from the 
present maximum of $275 billion, postal 
pay, social security, and a controversial 
atomic energy control bill. 

HUCKSTERISM 

The word "hucksterism"-overselling 
some product by extravagant and mis
leading claims-was coined to describe 
the excesses of some of the big high
powered advertising agencies. In the 
past year and a half, it has sometimes 
been applied to statements put out by 
the Eisenhower administration, which 
has a lot of top advertising men in its 
councils. You might be interested in a 
recent example of this hucksterism 
which I came across in reading a new 
Labor Department publication. 

In urging the extension of unemploy
ment compensation to government em
ployees who lose their jobs, Under Secre
tary of Labor Arthur Larson, formerly of 
the faculty of the University of Pitts
burgh, recently gave the House Ways and 
Means Committee a graphic picture of 
the experience of recently laid-off Labor 
Department employees. He said that 3 
to 4 months after losing their jobs: 

Three out of ten were still out of work; 
more than 3 out of 10 had been jobless for 
3 months or more; and 4 out of 10 for 1 to 3 
months; most of those finding new jobs had 
to take a pay cut-a third took a cut of more 
than $1,000 a year; close to one-half of the 
reemployed took temporary jobs; women 
found it more difficult than men, and those 
45 years and over found it more difficult than 
younger employees to locate new jobs; and 
accrued annual leave was adequate to cover 
the dUration of unemployment of only a 
third of the separate"d Federal workers. 

That is the way the Under Secretary 
described the situation to Congress. But 
a few weeks later, when the Labor De
partment's monthly magazine came out 
with a report on the same issue, this is 
the way it had been huckstered up by 
one of the administration publicists: 

Nearly two-thirds of the employees invol
untarily separated • • • found jobs within 
3 months. Salaries for well over two-fifths 
of those who found new positions were 
higher than or at least as high as (their 
Labor Department pay) • • • and more 
than half of the reemployed regarded their 
new positions as permanent. 

In other words, instead of putting the 
grim facts in their · true perspective as 
the Undersecretary had done, the admin
istration had to pretty up the disturbing 
figures to make them look good. A typi
cal example of hucksterism. 
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COMM:ITTEE ON BANKING AND 
CURRENCY 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Banking and Currency may have un
til midnight Sunday night to file re
ports on S. 3589, the Export-Import 
Bank bill; and, if reported out, as we 
hope it may be, the bill H. R. 9756, to 
increase the borrowing authority of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 
Mr. REED .of New York. Mr. Spea~er, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Ways and Means have until 
midnight tonight to file reports on H. R. 
9666 and H. R. 8932. 
· The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

SEATING OF COMMUNIST REGIME 
IN CHINA IN THE UNITED 
NATIONS 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. NICHOLSON]. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to urge the adoption of House Resolution 
634, which will make fn order the con
sideration of the House Resolution 627, 
reiterating the opposition of the House 
of Representatives to the seating of the 
Communist regime in China in the 
United Nations. 

House Resolution 634 provides for an 
open rule with 1 hour of general debate 
on House Resolution 627 itself. 

The resolution which has been re
ported from the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs is a simple one and one that is 
entirely consistent with the past action 
of the Congress of the United States on 
this point. 

Specifically House Resolution 627 
states that the House of Representatives 
reiterates its opposition to the seating of 
the Communist regime in China as the 
representative of China in the ·united 
Nations or any of its specialized agencies 
and supports the President in his ex
pressed determination to use all means 
to prevent such representation. 

According to the report on this reso
lution the fact that Congress will shortly 
adjourn and that the General Assembly 
of the United Nations is scheduled to 
meet in September of 1954 made it de
sirable that Congress again give voice 
to its opinion on the subject. 

As far as I can see there can be no 
opposition to the resolution itself. The 
Congress of the United States by passing 
this resolution will again go on record 
before the world as definitely opposed to 
the admission of Communist China to 
the United Nations and it seems to me 
that just the plain defining of our posi
tion once more will serve to bolster our 
case and our cause on this subject with 
our allies throughout the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I call for the adoption of 
the rule which will make possible the 
consideration of House Resolution 627. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I have no requests for time. I think we 
are all against sin; and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the adoption of the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the ~onsideration of the 
resolution <H. Res. 627) reiterating the 
opposition of the House of Representa
tives to the seating cf the Communist 
regime in China in the United Nations. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

The motion was agreed to . 
Accordingly the House resolved its::>lf 

into the Committee of the Whole Hou.c;;e 
on the State of the Union for the consid
eration of House Resolution 627, with 
Mr. ELLSWORTH in the chair. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the Hom:e of Representa
tives reiterates its opposition to the seating 
of the Communist regime in China as the 
representative of China in the United Na
tions or any of its specialized agencies and 
supports the President in his expresEed de
termination to use all means to prevent such 
repreaen ta tion. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the reasons why this resolution has been 
brought out unanimously by the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs at this time are 
well known to everybody. 

The Hom:e of Representatives took ac
tion along the same lines on January 19, 
1951 after the Chinese Communists had 
inte~vened in the aggression against 
South Korea and were beginning the 
push for admission to the United Nations. 
The House took similar action in May, 
1951, and again in July, 1953. But de
velopments in the world today, the re
newed aggression of the Communists in 
the Far East and the apparent disposi
tion of some of the nations that are our 
allies around the world to reconsider 
their previous opposition, in view of the 
increased strength of the Communists, 
made our committee feel that it is im
portant that nobody in the world have 
any misunderstanding as to the feeling 
of the Congress, representing the people 
of the United States, on this issue. So 
it was unanimously voted to bring a reso
lution reiterating our position before 
the Congress. There were several reso
lutions on the subject before the com
mittee--the first one introduced more 
than a year ago by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BENTLEY] and others re
cently by the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. CLARDY] and the gentleman from 
California [l\lr. HoSMER]. Hearings 
were held on the resolutions last week 
by the subcommittee on the Far East and 
the Pacific, of which I am the chairman. 
The original Bently resolution was 
amended to take cognizance of the pres-

ent situation, reintroduced by him as 
House Resolution 627 and voted out 
unanimously by the full committee. At 
this time I yield 5 minutes to the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. BENTLEY]. 

Mr. BENTLEY. Mr. Chairman, House 
Resolution 627, as reported unanimously 
2 days ago by the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee, states that the House of Rep
resentatives reiterates its opposition to 
the seating of the Communist regime in 
China as the representative of China in 
the United Nations or any of its special
ized agencies and supports the President 
i;" h is expressed determination to use 

. all means to prevent such representation. 
Over a year ago I introduced House 

Joint Resolution 286, which would auto
matically provide for a reexamination of 
our policy ·toward the United Nations if 
the Red Chinese should be seated there
in. The Department of State felt, how
ever, that, while such a reexamination 
would be axiomatic in this event, it 
should not be assumed that the admis
sion of Red China was to be expected. 

I have recently reviewed all courses of 
action available to us for the purpose of 
preventing the seating of Communist 
China with high officials of the admin
istration. While I do not believe that 
we should expose all possible tactics at 
this time, I do think that they are suffi
cient to keep Communist China out of 
the United Nations as long as the admin
istration is resolved upon the firm stand 
in that respect which it has already an
nounced. As proof of this firm stand, I 
will ask unanimous consent in the House 
to insert among my remarks at this point 
excerpts from the texts of the press con
ferences of President Eisenhower on July 
7 and Secretary Dulles on July 8 as re
ported in the July 1G issue of U.S. News 
& World Report. 

How IKE FEELS .ABOUT RED CHINA 

Here's what the President said about Red 
China at his press conference on July 7, 1954. 
The following answers by Mr. Eisenhower 
were released for direct quotation: 

Question: "I wonder if you could give us 
today, sir, your own feelings on the admis
sion of the present Communist Government 
of China to the United Nations." 

The President: "I would be glad to. As 
you know, and I have said before this par
ticular group, I am completely and unalter
ably opposed, under the present situation, 
to the admission of Red China into the 
United Nations. I personally think that 95 
percent of the population of the United 
States would take the same stand. 

"Now, let's take a look at this thing for 
a minute, if you will bear with me: 

"There is a moral question, first of all, 
that is involved. The United Nations was 
not established primarily as a su:Jergovern
ment, clothed with all of the authority of 
supergovernment and of great power to do 
things. 

"It was, among other things, an attempt 
to marshal the moral strength of the world 
in order to preEerve peace, to make certain 
that quarrels were composed through a de
cent respect for justice and fairness and 
right, and to see whether we couldn't avoid 
resort to force. 

"Now, today we have Red China going to 
Geneva, and instead of taking a conciliatory 
attitude toward anything, it excoriated the 
United Nations. 

"As a matter of fact, in Geneva, it de
manded repudiation of the United Nations 
position. On top of that, Red China is today 
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at war with the United Nations. They were 
declared an aggressor by the United Nations, 
in the Assembly. That situation has never 
been changed. 

"They are occupying North Korea; they 
have supported this great effort at further 
enslavement of the peoples in Indochina; 
they have held certain of our prisoners un
justifiably, and they have been guilty of the 
employment of the worst possible diplomatic 
deportment in the international affairs of 
the world. 

"Now, how can the United States, as a 
self-respecting nation, doing its best and in 
conformity with the moral standards as we 
understand them, how can we possibly say 
this Government should be admitted to the 
United Nations? 

"That is the way the case stands now, and 
that is my position." 

Question: "Mr. President, to carry that a 
little bit further, sir, there have been some 
suggestions on the Hill [Capitol Hill] that if 
Red China is admitted over our protest, that 
thP. United States should then withdraw from 
the U.N. Would you comment on that, sir?" 

The President: "Well, yes, I would. 
"We went into the United Nations under 

treaty forms. Now, I must say, first, if the 
United States ever reaches the point that it 
wants to repudiate solemn treaty obligations, 
it must do so after the most careful delibera
tion and study of all of the consequences 
that could be involved. 

"Secondly, I repeat, the establishment of 
the United Nations was an effort to rally the 
moral forces of the world. I don't see how, 
in all conscience, the United Nations-! 
don't see how any state, impartial state, can 
vote for their acceptance under present con
ditions-! just don't understand it. 

"But if they should, if these people, mis
takenly, as we believe, could override us
and I don't know that they can-I would 
fight to the last minute to prove they can't. 
But if they should, the question of whether 
we would accomplish more good in the world, 
whether we could advance the cause of peace 
and decency better by going out than by 
staying in, that is something that would 
have to be decided. 

"My own feeling is this: I never give up a 
battle until I am licked completely, utterly, 
and destroyed, and I don't believe in giving 
up any battle as long as I have got a chance 
to wi:1." 

In what follows, the President's answers 
are paraphrased, in accordance with White 
House custom: 

Question: "Sir, is it a fair inference from 
your remarks, then, that you oppose any 
amendment to the foreign-aid bill, or any 
current legislation, which would automatic
ally take us out if Red China is admitted?" 

The President: Mr. Eisenhower said he 
didn't believe an amendment was up of
ficially, but he did not think cases should be 
prejudged. He believes such problems should 
be taken as they arise, and he doubts that 
any such amendment will be seriously con
sidered. 

Question: "Sir, could you tell us if what 
you have told us here is approximately what 
you told Senator KNOWLAND yesterday? 
[WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, Republican, Of Cali• 
fornia, had stated earlier that, if Red China 
were admitted to the United Nations, he 
would resign his Senate majority leadership 
and work to end United States membership 
in the U.N.] 

The President: Mr. Eisenhower said that 
he and Senator KNOWLAND had conversed 
about many things and were, he thought, in 
conformity on most of their ideas. 

On this one, the President added, Senator 
KNowLAND had said he himself would begin 
the fight for withdrawing the United States 
from the United Nations. 

The President had not reached any such 
decision, he said. 

Question: "Mr. President, can you think of 
any circumstances under which you would 
favor admission of Red China into the 
U.N.?" 

The President: Mr. Eisenhower said Red 
China would have to show a record of deeds 
that would prove really good faith and a 
readiness and a capacity on Red China's part 
to discharge its obligations in the interna
tional field properly and decently. 

MR. DULLES: RED CHINA Is "DISQUALIFIED" 
FOR U. N. SEAT 

Following in full text are Secretary Dulles• 
answers to questions dealing with Red 
China's admission to the United Nations, 
from his press conference of July 8, 1954. 
The questions and replies are as released by 
the State Department: 

At his news conference today, Secretary of 
State John Foster Dulles was asked whether 
he favored United States withdrawal from 
the United Nations if Red China is admitted 
to that organization. Secretary DUlles made 
the following reply: 

"I am so confident that the Communist 
regime will not be seated in any of the prin
cipa-l organs of the United Nations that I do 
not care to proceed on the assumption that · 
they will be seated. I think that weakens 
our case and strikes a note of defeatism 
which I think is entirely unjustified. 

"The United States has a powerful case 
in this respect and it is a viewpoint which 
is shared by many other members of the 
United Nations. The record of the Chinese 
Communist regime is such that it is, in my 
opinion, clearly not qualified to be seated 
in the United Nations. 

"Let me, if I may, elaborate that a bit. 
I recall from the days at San Francisco in 
1945, when the charter was drawn, that 
there was at that time a very considerable 
argument on whether the United Nations 
should be a universal body which would 
represent all the governments of the world, 
good, bad, or indifferent, or whether mem
bership should be on a selective basis. That 
was strongly argued at San Francisco and 
the proponents of selectivity won. That is 
reflected by the provision in the charter that 
members should be peace-loving and able 
and willing to discharge their obligations 
under the Charter. That is strengthened 
furthermore by the provision that any nation 
against which enforcement action was taken 
should be liable to suspension from mem
bership in the United Nations. In other 
words, the United Nations was not set up 
to be a reformatory. It was assumed that 
you would be good before you got in and not 
that being in would make you good. 

"The United States, basing itself on the 
principles of the charter, which are clear, 
takes the position that the Communist 
regime is disqualified by its consistent record 
of opposition to the principles of the United 
Nations. In Korea it carried on war against 
the United Nations. At the Geneva Confer
ence it continuously denounced the United 
Nations. It has been the subject of enforce
ment action recommended by the United 
Nations. In southeast Asia it promoted ag
gression. All of these facts combine to make 
a case such that we do not believe that the 
requisite vote can be found to admit the 
Communist regime to represent China in the 
United Nations. Because we believe that, 
we do not think that it is wise to proceed 
on the assumption that we are going to be 
defeated. I do not believe Communist China 
in fact is going to be seated. 

"So far there are over 150 test cases which 
have come up in one or the other of the 
organs of the United Nations and in every 
one of those cases the position has been taken 
that the Communist regime should not be 
seated. In view of the strength of our case, 
the fact that we know many other countries 

share it with us, and in view of the past 
record, I see no reason whatever to assume 
that we are going to be defeated on this 
issue at the present time." 

Mr. Dulles was asked what he considered 
the requisite vote to defeat Red China's being 
seated to be. He replied: 

"I believe that as far as the General Assem
bly is concerned this certainly is an impor
tant matter which would require a two
thirds vote. Anybody that says this is not 
an important matter is certainly not facing 
up to the realities of the situation. I believe 
that in the Security Council it is a matter 
which is properly subject to veto." 

Mr. Dulles was asked whether that meant 
that the United States would use the veto if 
necessary. He replied: 

"It means that we would invoke the veto 
if necessary, yes." 

Mr. Dulles was asked whether that meant 
that the United States does not consider it a 
question of credentials. He replied: 

"It means that we consider it what the 
charter calls an important matter. The 
charter says that important matters shall 
require a two-thirds vote, and, as I say, any
body that does not think this is an impor
tant matter is exercising a curious judg• 
n1ent." 

The Secretary was asked whether, in the 
event that there would have to be a veto to 
determine whether this was or was not an 
important matter that would be by major
ity vote. He replied: 

"That would be by a majority vote. The 
charter contains, in relation to the General 
Assembly, the basic provision that important 
matters shall require a two-thirds vote. It 
then goes on by way of illustration to indi
cate certain matters which are by definition 
important matters. Then it goes on to say 
that the creation of an additional category 
of important matters should be by a ma
jority vote." 

Mr. Dulles was asked who would be hurt 
the most by American withdrawal from the 
U.N. He replied: 

"I don't think there is going to be any 
American withdrawal from · the U. N. or any 
occasion for it." 

A correspondent raised the point that Mr. 
Dulles• predecessor (Dean Acheson) took the 
position that a vote on Chinese Communist 
membership in the Security Council was not 
a vetoable question. Mr. Dulles was asked 
why his thinking differed on this point. 
The Secretary replied: 

"The view is clearly accepted that the ad. 
mission of a new member is subject to 
veto. And then the question arises as to 
whether the admission of a new government 
is subject to veto. 

"In view of the fact that the charter tests 
as to eligibility obviously relate to govern
ments, or can only be applied in terms of 
governments, it seems to me that if you look 
at the substance of the matter rather than 
the form, the question of the eligibility of 
a new government should be subject to the 
same voting tests as the admission of a new 
state. 

"The charter says that a state shall not 
be eligible for membership unless it is able 
and willing to carry out its obligations un
der the charter. Now, the question as to 
whether a state is able and willing to carry 
out its obligations ').lnder the charter clearly 
depends upon its government. There is no 
way in the world of determining ability and 
willingness to carry out obligations except 
in terms of what is the attitude of the 
government, just as in the case of Guate
mala, which has been referred to. In that 
case we are withholding recognition until 
we are satisfied that the government will 
be able and willing to carry out its inter
national obligations. 

"The test that the charter applies is a 
test which can only be applied in terms of 
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governments. You cannot apply the test 
to an amorphous body, such as a state, 
without regard to its government. There
fore, as far as the substance of the matter 
is concerned, it seems to us that it is a sub
stantive and not a procedural matter to de
termine whether or not the Communist 
regime shall be seated. That is the reality 
of the situation. 

"The Soviet Union by veto prevents the 
admission of Japan, of Italy, and of many 
states who are qualified because of their 
peace-loving and law-abiding governments 
to membership. To say that the Soviet 
Union can exercise that r ight in that reEpect, 
but that in this respect the right cannot 
be exercised, seems to me to put the letter 
above the spirit of the charter." 

Mr. Dulles was asked how he account ed 
for the fact that some of the governments 
whose representatives at Geneva only a few 
weeks ago sign ed the 16-power declaration, 
which, in effect, termin ated the Korean talks, 
can now so materially alter the view that they 
expressed in that declaration. He replied: 

"Well, I was reading that just before I came 
down here. It says: 'The Communists re
pudiated and rejected the aut hority and com
petence of the -united Nations in Korea and 
have labeled the United Nations itself as a 
tool of aggression. Were we to accept t~is 
position of the Communists, it would mean 
the death of the principle of collective secu
rity and of the United Nations itself.' 

"Sixteen nations signed that declaration, 
and one of the reasons why I am confident 
that the Communist Chinese regime will not 
be seated in the United Nations is because 
of the fact that the principle to which they 
subscribed at that time leads irrefutably to 
the conclusion that that regime should not 
be brought into the United Nations. As, in
deed, is said there, the position which Com
munist China represents, if it were accepted, 
would mean the death of the principle of 
collective security and of the United Nations 
itself." 

Mr. Dulles was asked whether his views 
on the admission of Communist China to the 
U. N. have been modified since writing his 
book, War or Peace, in 1950, since, the re
porter said, the book stated that the only 
test should be whether they govern the 
country or not, and it argued in favor of 
the universal theme rather than the selec
tivity theme. The Secretary replied: 

"In the first place, I was arguing for an 
amendment of the Charter of the United Na
tions which would adopt the principle of 
universality. The other theory was adopted 
and is in the charter, and that is what we are 
bound by at the present time. Furthermore, 
since that was written, there has been the 
aggression of the North Koreans in Korea. 
There has been the condemnation of Com
munist China as an aggressor. There has 
been the support by Communist China of 
aggression in Indochina. 

"These are all events which in the winter 
of 1949 to 1950 were not predictable. We 
were entitled to believe at that time that 
there was a general acceptance of the princi
ples of the United Nations. Since that time 
there has been a very marked change in the 
situation. There has been a series of actions 
which indicate that the hopes which were 
legitimately entertained, I think at that time 
perhaps cannot be entertained with the 
same confidence at the present time." 

The Secretary was asked whether that is 
not also true of the Soviet Union. What dis
tinctions, he was asked, do you draw between 
your argument on the selectivity of the So
viet Union and Red China? Mr. Dulles re
plied: 

"The Soviet Union is at the present time 
seated in the United Nations. It cannot be 
put out of the United Nations because it 
would be able to veto that action. In the 
case of the Soviet Union the matter is aca
demic even if we assume, which is not neces-

sarily to be assumed, that the record of the 
Soviet Union if comparable to that of Com
munist China. The Soviet Union has never 
been declared an aggressor by the United 
Nations nor have enforcement measures been 
taken against it such as would justify sus
pension under the United Nations Charter." 

Mr. Dulles was asked whether the position 
of Communist China in relation to the prin
ciples of the U. N. is a worse record than that 
of the Soviet Union. He replied: 

"Yes, because Communist China has been 
found by the United Nations to be an aggres
sor, and the United Nations has called for 
enforcement measures against Communist 
China. There is nothing comparable in that 
respect, as far as the record of the Soviet 
Union is concerned. Whether that should be 
the case or not is another question. But the 
fact is that the Soviet Union has not been 
found by the United Nations to be an aggres
sor. Therefore it is not a question of invit
ing into the United Nations a government 
which is itself at war with the United Na
tions and is today subject to sanctions which 
have been called for by the United Nations." 

The Secretary was asked whether we are 
prepared to have this issue come to a vote in 
September when the next Assembly meets, or 
whether we would seek to postpone a vote on 
the Chinese admission. Mr. Dulles replied: 

"I would not want to predict at this time 
what the particular techniques will be. Last 
year the matter came up in the form of a 
resolution, which I think I moved, that the 
question of the admission of Communist 
China be postponed for the period of the 
Eighth Assembly. That resolution prevailed. 
I remember I handled it myself personally 
on the floor at the opening day of the Gen
eral Assembly." 

He was asked whether or not he was ruling 
out the possibility that that move might be 
madr again. Mr. Dulles replied: 

"No; that might very well be the procedure 
that would be followed." 

He was asked whether in such a case the 
vote required would be two-thirds or a ma
jority. Mr. Dulles replied: 

"My recollection is that the resolution was 
adopted by a two-thirds vote so that it be
came academic." 

There have been various expressions 
here and in the other body which would 
favor an announced declaration by the 
Congress as to what our course of action 
should be in case of Red Chinese seating. 
I feel it would be unwise to thus commit 
ourselves in advance. There is no ques
tion but that, should the administration 
be unsuccessful in its opposition which 
does not appear likely, our entire policy 
toward the United Nations would un
dergo a most thorough review by both 
the administration and the Congress. 
I am in sympathy with many of the pro
posed further courses of action that have 
been expressed, but I would not like to 
see us committed to any of them at this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the overwhelming de
sire of the Congress at this point should 
be to lend all possible support to the ad
ministration in its efforts to keep Red 
China out of the United Nations. I can 
think of no better way to express this 
support than the meaning of House Res
olution 627 which I hope will pass the 
House by · manimous rollcall. 

The Charter of the United Nations was 
intended to make that organization the 
focal point for the mobilization of moral 
force throughout the world. If Red 
China were admitted to the United Na
tions that moral force would not only be 
weakened but would be thoroughly dis-

sipated and torn asunder. It is not a 
question of whether Red China is legally 
entitled to a seat, it is a question of 
whether that regime is morally entitled. 
Certainly, as long as the United Nations 
has declared the Chinese Communists to 
be an aggressor group, there should be 
no talk or thought of their seating. That 
is why I say that if the Red Chinese were 
to be admitted in view of all the circum
stances, the question of our future mem
bership in the United Nations or our 
financial support of that organization 
would be academic. If such an event 
came to pass, it would hardly be neces
sary for this Government to walk out of 
the United Nations because that organi
zation would be so discredited that it 
would fall apart through a dissolution of 
the moral strength which now binds its 
meJllbers together. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with conviction as 
to the obligation of the Congress to ex
press itself in this sense prior to adjourn
ment and before the September meeting 
of the General Assembly that I offered 
House Resolution 627. I feel that our 
members would be derelict in their duty 
if they did not again place themselves 
on record in this respect, both for the 
sake of the people whose representatives 
we are and also as a warning to the other 
member nations of the United Nations 
throughout the world. Given the un
equivocal promises of the President and 
the Secretary to do all in their power to 
continue to bar Red China, our proper 
function at this moment is to pledge 
them our wholehearted and enthusiastic 
support. I hope the resolution will be 
adopted unanimously. 

Mr. GROSS . . Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENTLEY. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. The gentleman has 

gone into this thoroughly. I am sure 
the gentleman can tell me whether the 
veto applies to the seating of a country 
in the United Nations General Assembly. 

Mr. BENTLEY. I understand that 
the veto does not apply to a seat in the 
General Assembly, but the seating of 
Red China would be a so-called im
portant question which would require a 
two-thirds vote of the General Assembly, 
and I do not think the Chinese can get 
a two-thirds vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan han expired. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. O'NEILL]. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to support the resolution opposing the 
admission of Communist China to the 
United Nations. I have also presented 
my own resolution, House Concurrent 
Resolution 255, which has the same 
objective. 

I realize that the President of the 
United States has already assured the 
people that he will advise our United 
Nations trustees to vote against Red 
China, and Secretary Dulles has done the 
same. However, I feel that the Ameri
can people, who are so bitterly opposed 
to Red China, want, and should have, 
an affirmative stand on this matter by 
their Congress. 

When the General Assembly of the 
United Nations convenes for its ninth 

• 
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session in September, undoubtedly ·an 
attempt will be made to seat a repre
sentative of the Chinese Communist re
gime as the spokesman for China. This 
is a step which the United States has 
vigorously opposed in the past. It is a 
step which Republicans and Democrats 
alike believe we must continue to oppose 
as long as that government persists in 
violating the very principles upon which 
the United Nations is founded. These 
principles are international cooperation 
to develop friendly relations and main
tain peace, and respect for and encour
agement of human rights. 

As the time draws nearer for the show
down on this issue, the question of Com
munist China in the United Nations will 
dominate the news and increasingly 
occupy the attention of our foreign 
policymakers. For this reason I would 
like to discuss with you the China which 
we are talking about when we speak of 
Communist China. It is the duty of 
each of us to decide whether that gov
ernment yet lives up to the principles of 
the United Nations and make our views 
known. 

As you know, the vast Chinese main
land is no longer the China which has 
traditionally been our friend. The Chi
nese people are under the yoke of a Com
munist dictatorship as harsh and bitter 
as any in Eastern Europe. We can 
imagine the full meaning of this when we 
realize that literally thousands of Chi
nese prisoners of war in Korea, 75 per
cent of the total, in fact, refused to re
turn to their native land when given the 
opportunity, knowing that it meant they 
might never see their families and homes 
again. What has the Communist regime 
done to instill such intense hatred among 
the Chinese people? 

For one thing, undel"'Communist lead
ership China has become a nation of 
slave labor. It has been reliably stated 
that at the end of 1952 the number of 
slave laborers in Communist China was 
well over a million. China at that time, 
placed second only to the Soviet Union 
in the extensiveness of its slave-labor 
system. If the regime continues in 
power, the tragic conclusion must be 
reached that soon the number of forced 
laborers in China would even surpass 
that in the Soviet Union. Already some 
estimates of the number go as high as 
5 or even 15 million. 

The Communist regime does not at
tempt to hide the fact that it uses slave 
labor. On the contrary, it boasts that 
forced labor is a vital part of the coun
try's economic and political structure. 
After a day of hard work, in which the 
laborer must produce a fixed quota of 
work of a fixed quality in a fixed amount 
of time, he is then subjected to political 
reform, in reality mental torture through 
which all ideas of opposition are washed 
away and replaced by the Communist 
line. That is why slave labor is an im
portant part of the political system. 

Forced labor is not the only method 
the Chinese Communists use to stifle 
political independence. Millions of Chi
nese who were thought to oppose the new 
regime have been murdered. Purges of 
landlords, anti-Communists, and resist
ant farmers have been carried out with 
ruthless efficiency. · Mass participation 
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in the executions is demanded so that 
the crime will appear to be the result of 
popular demand. Even the school chil
dren are forced to attend the mock trials 
and cruel shootings so that they will 
learn the penalty of nonconformity. 

Those who escape extinction or slavery 
are by no means free, however. They 
are closely watched. Their property is 
likely to be seized at any time. Mass 
propaganda is conducted continuously, 
and the response must be enthusiastic, 
vigorous, and vocal. If one member of 
the family is silent on the merits of com
munism, or expresses doubt about the 
validity of its teachings, another mem
ber may inform on him. It is a symbol 
of the degree to which the Comunists are 
willing to undermine traditional Chinese 
society when children are trained to spy 
and report on their parents even if it 
means death to the parents. This vio
lates · the ties of loyalty on which the 
Chinese family unit is based. 

The purging of the opposition is 
equaled only by the purging of learning. 
Thousands of books are forbidden be
cause they are classed as "feudal" or 
"bourgeois" or "imperialistic." One 
source estimated that 86 percent of all 
books published in the 50 years prior to 
the Communist seizure of power have 
been burned. Distinguished scholars 
and educators have been "brainwashed" 
and forced to parrot the Communist 
teachings. 

The international behavior of the Chi
nese Communist regime matches the ter
ror of their domestic conduct. The most 
rudimentary principles of international 
law have been violated. The duty of 
protection of aliens has been grossly de
fied. Some hundred Americans are be
ing held in Communist China against 
their will. Thirty-two of these are now 
in jail being held incommunicado, with
out trial and without knowledge of the 
reason for their imprisonment. Often 
they are subjected to physical or mental 
torture. Missionaries and nuns have 
been subjected to the same gross treat
ment. The aim of this shocking con
duct is to secure false confessions to be 
used against us. As in the Soviet Union, 
every effort is being made to drown in a 
sea of "hate America" propaganda the 
respect and good feelings which the Chi
nese people themselves have had for us 
for over a century. 

This flagrant abuse of international 
decency extend beyond a nonfulfillment 
of international obligations. It extends 
even beyond disgraceful participation in 
crimes such as promoting the narcotics 
trade and blackmailing overseas Chinese 
to gain foreign currency. Chinese Com
munist activities include support of out
right international aggression. This, 
more than anything else, is likely to 
ignite a third world war. 

As soon as they completed the con
quest of the Chinese mainland, Mao Tse
tung and his underlings began an un
ceasing attempt to expand the scope of 
their influence throughout Asia. By 
propaganda, training leaders, and sup
plying money, advice, and guidance they 
have contributed to the development of 
other Asian Communist parties. 

In Indochina, as we well know, it has 
been apparent for some time that Com-

munist China has been giving material 
assistance to the troops of Ho Chi Minh. 
A recent United States intelligence re
port, which has been made public, states 
that-

In the Viet Minh itself there are Soviet and 
Chinese Communist advisers or supervisors 
in the military organization down at least to 
the company level in the military and • • • 
spread throughout the administrative hier
archy. 

It was estimated that approximately 
20,000 Viet Minh troops were trained and 
rearmed in China in preparation for the 
offensive of September 19, 1950. This is 
only one example of the large amount of 
sustenance being given by the Commu
nist Chinese to the Viet Minh. 

In Korea the Chinese Communists en
tered a war against the United Nations 
itself. Here they not only attempted to 
help an aggressor but they defied the or
ganization they now wish to enter. Later 
they disregarded accepted rules on the 
care of prisoners of war. Since the ar
mistice they have repeatedly violated the 
terms of the armistice agreement, prov
ing they are not yet willing to respect 
their international obligations. For ex
ample, the Swedish and Swiss members 
of the neutral nations supervisory com
mission have been prohibited from exer
cising supervision in North Korea as pro
vided by the armistice. The provisions 
of the agreement prohibiting the rein
forcement of military personnel, combat 
aircraft, armored vehicles, weapons, and 
ammunition have been ignored. The 
Communist leaders have not yet exhib
ited a willingness to negotiate a peaceful 
settlement of the Korean question in 
good faith. 

Taken as a whole, therefore, the inter
national conduct of the Chinese Com
munists no more shows interest in main
taining peace and promoting friendly re
lations than their domestic conduct 
shows respect for even elementary 
human rights. I cannot believe that 
such a government could possibly repre
sent the Chinese people whom we have 
always known to be peace loving and 
deeply respectful of the highest values. 
To recognize such a regime as the legiti
mate government of China would, there
fore, be a betrayal of the Chinese people 
themselves. To give it a seat in the 
United Nations would be a betrayal of 
the organization which was founded for 
the purpose of maintaining peace and 
security. Finally, such action would be 
a betrayal of ourselves and the princi
ples of democracy, respect for the indi
vidual, and liberty on which the United 
States was founded and from which we 
must never deviate. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CLARDY]. 

Mr. CLARDY. Mr. Chairman, a.s one 
who introduced a resolution that goes 
somewhat further than that of my col
league from Michigan [Mr. BENTLEY], I 
want to endorse what he has said and to 
suggest that while I would much prefer 
to have a stronger statement of position 
by this House, I am prepared to go along 
with the resolution now before us. 

I think I should warn the Members 
who may come back next year that if I 
am successful in the coming November 



10840 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 15 

election I intend to introduce on the 
first day of the next session a resolution 
which will firmly and flatly and unequiv
ocally place this House on record as 
stating flatly that in the event Red 
China is brought into the United Na
tions through one door we will immedi
ately depart by the other. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLARDY. I yield. 
Mr. O'KONSKI. Does the gentleman 

from Michigan see any difference in the 
nature of communism in Red China and 
communism in any other country? 

Mr. CLARDY. I do not. 
Mr. O'KONSKI. Does not the gen

tleman think then that this resolution 
would have more meaning and more 
sense if we opposed the entrance of any 
Communist nation into the United 
Nations? 

Mr. CLARDY. Not only that, but also 
the ejection from the United Nations of 
any Communist nation. They are our 
sworn enemy, they are dedicated to our 
destruction. It is utter nonsense to call 
this a peace preserving organization as 
long as they are in our midst. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLARDY. I yield. 
Mr. KEARNS. Does the gentleman 

feel we will have proper protection in 
the interim until the gentleman intro
duces his resolution? 

Mr. CLARDY. I do, or I would not 
support the resolution as it stands. I 
think that the voice this House has 
raised has been heard around the world 
because of what has transpired up until 
today and I am saying now that it is my 
interpretation of this resolution that 
this House is saying flatly that while we 
are not announcing our punch in ad
vance, we are going to get out of the 
United Nations if the unexpected should 
happen. 

Mr. KEARNS. I want to compliment 
the gentleman for his great conviction. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. BATTLE]. 

Mr. BATTLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of House Resolution 627 as 
introduced by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BENTLEY]. 

This resolution is somewhat similar to 
those we have had previously expressing 
our determination to prevent the seating 
of Red China in the United Nations. 
Last year I had a similar resolution, and 
last year the Foreign Affairs Committee 
and the House of Representatives passed 
a similar resolution setting out our de
termination to prevent this coming 
about. Certainly nothing has happened 
in the meantime to make us alter this 
course; as a matter of fact, events in 
the last few months have brought us to 
a position where we must be even more 
determined. 

I do not want to recognize the Commu
nists who have raped China. I do not 
condone the gangster tactics they have 
adopted. I do not want to reward the 
Communists for their aggression. 

A few days ago the House Committee 
on Foreign Affairs was considering the 
Bentley resolution. This resolution as 
first offered suggested in effect that we 

have an agonizing reappraisal if the 
Communists are admitted as the repre
sentatives of China. It followed the 
general pattern to some extent of the 
Knowland amendment in recognizing 
the fact that Red China might be ad
mitted. We must have an agonizing re
appraisal if this does happen; but I do 
not believe in admitting defeat before 
we start. 

We should use the veto in the Security 
Council and fight to a successful con
clusion in case this question is brought 
up before the General Assembly. 

I shall support this resolution. It is 
a positive approach in making sure that 
our goal is achieved, in making sure that 
the Communists are not seated as repre
sentatives of China. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
CHIPERFIELD] . 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
I approve of this resolution and shall 
support it. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. HOSMER]. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
perhaps one of the greatest issues that 
this Congress has had an opportunity to 
consider. It is great for two reasons: 
It is great because as indicated by the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CLARDY] 
already the very fact of its discussion by 
the United States Congress has pre
vented the raising of the issue of the ad
mission of Red China to the United Na
tions this fall. It is great because it 
forces us to redetermine what kind of 
an organization the U. N. should be. 

The elected Representatives of the 
people of the United States of America, 
both in this body and in the other body, 
have so fully and so firmly expressed 
decisively their objection to member
ship of Communist China in the United 
Nations that it has deterred action on 
the part of the other nations of the world 
who were about to take this terrible step. 

It is, as indicated by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BENTLEY], a step 
which would have wrecked the United 
Nations. We who have advised pulling 
out of the United Nations if Communist 
China is admitted have been accused of 
attempting to wreck it; but actually the 
day the United Nations membership falls 
to such a low regard for the objectives 
and the moral character of that organi
zation as to admit a perfidious state like 
Communist China to membership then 
the organization is too weak morally to 
survive anyway. 

So by the resolution that is before us 
today we may have accomplished one 
other great purpose. We may have ac
complished a focusing of the attention of 
the American people on the question of 
what kind of an organization should the 
United Nations be. 

Should the United Nations be an or
ganization of like-minded States that 
have certain minimum standards for 
admission, or should the United Nations 
be a common brawling ground with no 
standards of admission, a place where 
even the worst tYW of nation can go and 
have an arena to stage its brawls with 

the other countries, an arena that is 
short of the battlefield? 

I prefer to think of the United Nations 
in the first sense, that it is something 
more than an arena. But if it is no 
more than that and if the awareness of 
the people of the United States can 
come to understand that it is just an 
arena and not an organization which is 
going to save the world, then what the 
gentleman from Michigan wants to do, 
reexamine our attitude toward the 
United Nations, is exactly the thing that 
should happen. If it is not an altruistic 
organization but an arena then we most 
certainly should reexamine our policies 
and thereafter look at it as an arena and 
not an altruistic organization. In doing 
so the United States can certainly make 
greater and more realistic use of it than 
it does at the present time. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOSMER. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. MASON. Would not the gentle
man agree that so far the record of the 
United Nations has proven that it is 
nothing but a brawling arena? 

Mr. HOSMER. I will admit that the 
record of the United Nations is a disap
pointing one, in many respects, but I 
certainly do not give up all hope that 
through it we can ·attain a better world. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOSMER. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. I agree with the gentle
man that this resolution causes proper 
discussion of what the United Nations 
ought to be. But, of course, that is an 
academic question in reality because the 
United Nations operates under a char
ter which determines what it is. That 
charter says "membership in the United 
Nations is open to all other peace-loving 
states." Therefore, to admit to mem
bership organization or nations which 
are openly at war with the United Na
tions itself would make a mockery of 
every single basic principle on which the 
U. N. is founded and violate the specifi
cations clearly set forth in the charter. 
I commend the gentleman for the point 
he is making that to admit China would 
not strengthen the U. N.; it would de
stroy its moral foundation and its legal 
integrity, because it would be an open 
and blatant violation of the charter. 
Obviously, that would destroy its effec
tiveness. 

Mr. HOSMER. As the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. JUDD] so well pointed 
out at the Foreign Affairs Committee 
hearings last Friday, admission of the 
Communist Chinese to the United Na
tions would accomplish nothing more 
than immediately to make them subject 
to expulsion for violatio:t;l of the rules 
of that organization. 

The basic fact we start out with is 
the perfidy of the Communist regime 
which kidnaped the mainland of China~ 
by murder, subversion and intrigue and 
which, as the President has stated: 

First. Is still at war with the United 
Nations over Korea; 

Second. Has been condemned by the 
United Nations as an aggressor for part 
in the Korean war; 
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Third. Stiil occupies parts of North 

Korea; 
Fourth. Is now seeking to enslave the 

people of Indochina; 
Fifth. Holds American war prisoners 

and American civilians unjutifiably. 
If the U. N. is to be an alliance of like

minded states functioning under certain 
minimum standards of decency, then, 
obviously, the Red regime in China is 
far below the minimum. Should the 
members of the U.N. be so insensitive to 
the nature of that organization, por
trayed by this concept, as to admit Red 
China we can only reach one conclusion: 
It is not an alliance of decency, its morals 
are decadent, or nonexistent, and it is 
no place for the United States of Amer
ica to be. The greatest harm that we 
can do ourselves and the cause of free
dom everywhere is to compromise on 
great moral principles. Therefore, upon 
such event, we should forthwith with
draw from membership. 

If, on the other hand, we conceive 
the U.N. to be a meeting ground for all 
nations, irrespective of the base char
acter of governments represented, the 
situation is different. We then conceive 
of the U. N. as a common brawling 
ground, something like the arenas of 
ancient Rome, where contestants, no 
matter how crude, indecent, or immoral, 
can stage their spectacles for all to see. 

The latter concept requires a reexami
nation of our policy toward the United 
Nations. I believe our policy toward the 
U. N. up to now has been baEed on the 
concept of that organization being some
thing more than a common brawling 
ground. Certainly, if it is only that, then 
our policy toward it should be reexam
ined. If it is no more than a place of 
conflict for divergent nations of what
ever character, then, recognizing it as 
such, we possibly can obtain much more 
use of it than we are getting at the 
present time. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from New York [}VIr. ROOSEVELT] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gerltleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in support of this resolution. As I 
have frequently stated, I am opposed to 
any nation shooting its way into the 
United Nations. Red China by its ac
tions has shown that it cannot con
scientiously subscribe to the fundamen
tal purposes of a peaceful world under 
the United Nations. To my mind, it is 
an absolute prerequisite to any nation's 
membership in the family of nations that 
they demonstrate by their deeds and not 
just by their words that they subscribe 
to the basic principles of international 
morality and that they pursue peaceful 
purposes. Instead, Red China by all 
of its actions has shown its dev~tion not 
to the fundamental concepts of the 
United Nations but rather to the concept 
of aggression engineered and directed by 
the Kremlin. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. FULTON]. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this legislation to state 
the position of the Congress against 
the seating of the Communist regime_ 
to represent China in the United Na
tions. I believe it should be pointed 
out that the seating of Communist 
China regime in the United Nations 
would not only seat them as members of 
the General Assembly but would likewise 
seat them in the Security Council as one 
of the five permanent members. That 
would mean 2 Communist permanent 
members of the 11-country Security 
Council, which I believe could be a 
danger to this country and to its security. 

Secondly, when we are speaking of 
seating this particular group in charge 
of the Chinese Communist regime, we 
would be admitting these representatives 
into our country through the United Na
tions and the United Nations buildings 
in New York City. Thus these Com
munist Chinese representatives would 
probably have access to the whole of the 
United States of America with little or 
no restriction, and we might have very 
little chance to restrict the numbers. 
On the contrary, there would be no 
American representation or travel per
mitted in Red China. So, on security 
grounds likewise I favor this resolution. 

I believe this is a resolution in sup
port of the_ Presi-dent's position and the 
President's policy against the seating of 
the Communist regime to represent 
China in the United Nations. I believe 
that on foreign policy matters, where 
communism and its menace to this coun
try are involved, we are neither Repub
licans nor Democrats but are acting as 
good loyal United States citizens in 
carrying out our United States foreign 
affairs policy, and in protecting the 
security of this good country of ours. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Kanms. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to proceed 
out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Chair

man, before beginning on the few re
marks that I care to make out of order, 
I do wish to say that I am in full sym
pathy with the purposes of this reso
lution. But, as to the remarks that I 
wish to make out of order, my colleagues, 
it is on a subject that concerns every 
Member in every district of the United 
States. 

In the forepart of next week, Monday 
or Tuesday, there will be introduced in 
the House an omnibus bill recommending 
various constructions on the rivers and 
harbors of the United States. Among 
these there will be recommended the con
struction of two dams out in my district 
in Kansas, the cost of which is $38,792,-
000 for a dam at Milford, Kans., on the 
Republican River, and $16,263,000 for a 
dam at Perry, Kans. Now, these are 
small rivers but with wonderful river 
valleys and as fine farmland as there is 
in the United States. The people who 
live out there, the people of my district, 
are absolutely opposed to the construe-

tion of these dams. This is a duplication 
of the situation that brought me here 
to Congress when it was recommended 
that Tuttle Creek Dam near Manhattan 
should be constructed. That was the 
sole issue in my district in which I was 
elected as the first Democrat that ever 
came from that district, so you may 
know that there was something behind 
that issue. The issue in regard to these 
proposed dams at Perry and Milford is 
identical with that in regard to Tuttle 
Creek. 

Mr. Chairman, I am taking advantage 
of this opportunity to call this matter to 
the attention of the House, because when 
this bill comes before the House next 
week it is my intention to offer an 
amendment to delete these two dams 
from the bill. It is not that the people 
of my district object to protection for 
the people living on the Kansas River 
valley, but that there is a better, more 
practicable way to do it. Upstream 
watershed development, already under
way in the upper Delaware River area, 
is proving big dams on the lower river 
channel to be unnecessary, and, from the 
standpoint of fiood prevention, anti
quat~d. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. JACKSON]. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, I riEe 
in support of House Resolution 627, and 
wish to take this opportunity to con
gratulate the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. BENTLEY] upon the foresight he 
evidenced many months ago when he 
first introduced this resolution. 

I do not consider, as some may, that 
- the resolution before us today constitutes 

in any way a threat directed at any .. 
one. Tonight and tomorrow morning, 
throughout the world, the peoples of the 
earth and the legislative representatives 
of those people will learn by press and 
by radio and by every other means of 
communication that the House of Rep
resentatives, representing the collective 
opinion and the consensus of 160 million 
Americans, has voiced its unalterable 
opposition to the recognition of inter
national banditry. 

It may be that some others have for
gotten the crosses that mark the graves 
of those who fell in Korea. This resolu
tion will be evidence to the world that 
the United States has not forgotten the 
25,000 or more crosses which mark the 
price that we paid for our participation 
in that theater of war. We have not 
forgotten our men, their hands wired 
behind their backs and their brains 
blown out. 

International banditry, rape, brutality, 
violence such as the civilized world has 
not known for a thousand years have 
been perpetrated by the Chinese Com
munist government. That government 
has no place in the councils of decent 
and honest men. 

It is my very sincere hope that when 
the rollcall comes upon this resolution, 
it will represent the unanimous voice 
of this great forum of opinion. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER]. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
unalterably in favor of this resolution. 
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I loathe communism and all its works. tion known as the United Nations, so 
I do not think China should now be ad- steeped in morality, that the other 59 
mitted into the United Nations. I be- member nations are going to come to the 
lieve we are right in our firm conviction financial assistance of Japan along with 
to refuse recognition to Red China. the United States. Will not the gentle-

! am very happy to note that this res- man agree that with all their morality 
olution is not a meddlesome interference they are now going to take the goods of 
with the prerogatives of the President. Japan and help us finance that country? 
The President, under the Constitution, Mr. CELLER. I do indeed hope the 
is the architect of our foreign policy. It gent leman is correct. I do indeed hope 
is well to recognize that power given to the United States will not be alone in 
him by the Founding Fathers, and sup- helping Japa n. 
ported by the country and its people for Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman , I yield 2 
over a hundred and fifty years. How- minutes to the gentleman from New 
ever, we have too often members of either York [Mr. JAVITS]. 
body presuming to act as sole shapers Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I am for 
of our foreign policy. this resolution precisely because it con-

However, it is pertinent to ask one or tains no threat to withdraw from the 
two questions. We do not recognize United Nat ions. If it contained such a 
China ; we reject her admission into the threat, I would be against it on the 
United Nations. There must be a reap- ground that the threat to leave the U.N. 
praisal beyond that. It may be agoniz- is more inimical to the interests of the 
ing, it may be difficult, but the reap- United States than the unanimous dec
praisal must be had with reference to laration of the House of Representa
Asia, particularly with reference, for t ive&-a declaration already made by 
example, to Japan. It is well known that the Congress before and by the President 
a vast quant ity of goods was sold to and Secretary of State recently-that 
China by Japan before the Second World they are against the admission of the 
war. China was Japan's best customer. Communist Chinese regime to represent 
What shall be our policy with reference China in the United Nations, a view 
to Japan's trade with China or Russia or which I hold very strongly and have held 
the satellite countries? We are pouring from the beginning. Incidentally, I 
great wealth into Japan to bolster its think we ought to keep to that name of 
economy and bridge the gap between its the Chinese Communist regime. It -is 
exports and imports. I now ask, What not the Government of Communist 
is to be the policy of the administration China, it is a regime which has put a 
concerning Japan? We are on the horns yoke of slavery around the neck of China 
of a dilemma. We either have to keep and its people. 
pouring that wealth into Japan or in the It strikes me that the very same people 
alternative allow J apan to trade. We that are found running down the United 
cannot take all of Japan's surplus goods. Nat ions and saying it is no good and not 
Japan presently is bursting at the seams worth anything are the ones who turn 
with her manufactured products. What around when something happens like 
is to happen to those products? The that in Indochina and say, "Where is the 
answer must be had and soon. United Nations? Why isn't it doing 

It is difficult if not improvident to have something?" Also, the very same people 
any entity or any persons shape our for- who say we should not trade with the 
eign policy except the President of the Communist world are the very people 
United States, in whom we must have who ask the question, "What do we do 
confidence. Foreign policy cannot be now?" and are unwilling to be for greater 
formulated in this Chamber. Men who and more open trade when we run into 
have their eyes on the next election too a question of free world trade, and are 
often may be actuated by sensation also unwilling to help finance the eco
rather than by sanity, by passion rather nomic dislocation which the free world 
than patience. Getting reelected and would suffer if nonstrategic trade with 
pandering to the groundlings prevents the Communist bloc were entirely cut off. 
too often a statesmanlike approach. For Our responsibility is to the 1,600,000,000 
that reason, as I said before, I am hapPf' people of the world who remain outside 
to note that this resolution supports the of the orbit of the Communist countries. 
President in his present firm and ex- Instead of subjecting Japan, a great na
pressed determination to use all means tion, to the blandishments of trade with 
to prevent representation of China in totalitarian countries like Communist 
the United Nations. I take it the Presi- China we should be working hard to in
dent could have different views depend- tegrate economically the trade and de
ing upon the shape of world events in velopment of the free world and to open 
the future. If the President at some up vast new markets based on greater 
distant time feels that his plan and his development and higher standards of 
policy vis-a-vis China must be reorient- living. 
ed, I think that the expression of that I do not think we ought to have a 
reorientation or change of view and im- foreign policy by threat. I think the 
plementation thereof would be perfectly reason we are here today reiterating our 
consistent with this resolution. determination in this resolution is that 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the some feel that confidence in Ameri-
gentleman yield? · can leadership has been momentarily 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman shaken. Confidence in American lead-
from Iowa. ership is based upon the moral power 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman has and the moral conviction of the Ameri
raised a question that is going to pose can people. We must have confidence, 
one of our greatest headaches, that of too, in other free peoples, that they are 
Japan. I am sure the gentleman will just as honest and just as moral and just 
agree with me that this great organiza.- _. as sincere as we are, and that they, too, 

will not let the Communist Chinese re
gime shoot its way into the United Na
tions-which is all it amounts to-and 
have the rest of the world undertake a 
colossal appeasement of them. Because 
all the Communist Chinese say is, ''We 
want to get in the U. N. and then maybe 
we will be good boys." But the Commu
nist Chinese regime fails in any way to 
cease its aggression and barbarous dep
redations against the whole civilized 
world. I am for this resolution express
ly because it does not contain a threat 
but relies on the justice of the cause of 
t he free peoples and their moral power 
backed up by organization, and I think 
the House ought to support the resolu
tion unanimously. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. YORTY]. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it is very interesting that the commit
tee report on this resolution, which I, of 
course, favor along with, I believe, every 
other Member of the Congress has this 
to say: "The events of the last 6 months 
have proved thE: necessity for giving in
creased consideration to this matter. 
The concern of our Government and 
our people has been heightened by the 
Geneva Conference, and the carefully 
planned activities of the Communist 
Chinese leaders and their cohorts 
throughout the world to develop support 
for their efforts to acquire the seat now 
occupied by the representative of Na
tionalist China." 

Of course, the resolution itself says 
that the House of Representatives "re
iterates" its opposition to the seating 
of Red China in the United Nations. I 
believe it is very singular that 6 months 
is the time set forth in this resolution 
because I have spent a great deal of 
time out among the people of California 
in the last 6 months, and I have rarely 
seen them so nervous over the foreign 
policy of any administration or as con
fused as they are over the policies of 
the present administration and particu
larly its activities during the last 6 
months. 

I remember well my own feeling not 
too many months ago when I saw a 
statement by Secretary of Defense Wil
son that we were going to withdraw our 
troops from Europe. That was followed 
the very next day by a statement by 
Secretary Dulles that we would not 
withdraw our troops from Europe, and 
it was followed a little bit later by a 
statement by President Eisenhower that 
our troops would be left there so long as 
they were needed to defend Western 
Europe. He made that statement in or
der to try to encourage the signing of 
the European Defense Pact. 

When you think back over all the 
great promises of 1952, and think of the 
great strength that the United States 
was going to have, if we had a new ad
ministration and the great new foreign 
policy that we were going to have, and 
when you see the :floundering around 
today and the ineffective attempts the 
administration is making to carry out 
the policy that was charted by the Dem
ocrats for the European Defense Pact, 
then you no longer wonder at the con
fusion of the American people. 
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The administration, during the cam· 

paign of 1952, made a great political 
issue out of Korea. It was perfectly 
evident, even then, to every thinking 
person that Korea and Indochina were 
two ends of the same battlefront, and 
if we took the pressure off the Commu· 
nists in Korea, it was perfectly obvious 
that they could shift their emphasis and 
their . power to the important area of 
Indochina. Yet, when that very thing 
happened, a few months later, this ad· 
ministration acted surprised and the 
Secretary of State went rushing around 
to the capitols of the world to try to 
arrange some kind of an agreement. 
Our people were not even told at the 
time what kind of an agreement he was 
trying to make with our friends. It was 
suspected that he was trying to get an 
agreement to intervene in Indochina. 
Yet, at the same time that this was being 
done the military power of the United 
States had been drastically cut back. 

The Air Force program was first cut 
back and then delayed for 2 years when 
the administration attempted to return 
to the very program that they scrapped 
when they first came into office. While 
they were doing this, it was announced 
that the Army of the United States was 
being cut back from 20 divisions to 17 
divisions, and at the same time the ad· 
ministration was talking about inter· 
vention, and probably ground interven
tion in Indochina. They did not say 
with what or how they would intervene. 
We did not have much help in Korea 
except from the South Koreans who 
certainly were valiant in their own de
fense~ Who would have been able to 
help us in Indochina if our allies had 
agreed to intervene? We had five divi
sions tied up in Europe by agreement 
and 7 stuck on fly paper in the Far East 
that could not safely move. What was 
the administration going to use? What 
were they going to use to intervene in 
Indochina? 

We had only five Army divisions left 
to defend the United States and keep 
our farflung commitments which the 
administration is expanding all over the 
world. It was nothing but a bluff of 
this administration that I submit fooled 
the American people and confused them, 
but it did not confuse the Communists. 
Under the weak and confused leader
ship of this administration the Commu
nists have marched on to greater 
strength and victories in Berlin and in 
Geneva, to the point where the Secretary 
of State is not willing to go to Geneva 
to face another diplomatic defeat. So 
growing Communist power, aggressive· 
ness, and strength has been the answer 
to Republican sloganizing, weakness and 
confusion. Republican statements, I re
peat, have misled our own people but 
have not fooled the Communists. It is 
t ime for this administration to set a 
clear-cut policy and tell the American 
people what it is, and then we will_ not 
be so nervous about the Communists 
shooting their way into the United Na
tions. All of us are against that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from New York [Mr. BECKER]. 

· Mr. BECKER. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the opportunity the gentleman 
from Minnesota has given me to express 
without reservation my wholehearted 
support of the resolution offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BENT
LEY] in excluding Communist China 
from the United Nations. 

I would like to say with ·reference to 
the statement made by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. YoRTY], that to 
date we have gained more by our foreign 
policy under our great President and our 
Secretary of State than in many years 
in the past. In the speech he has made 
against the administration ·the gentle
man from California is completely 
missing the truth as to the accomplish
ments that have been made. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. RADWAN]. 

Mr. RADWAN. Mr. Chairman, in 
April of this year I introduced a resolu
tion similar to the one before us today. 
It was very gratifying indeed when the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee, of 
which I am a member, took up the reso· 
lution before us: 

Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives reiterates its opposition to the seating 
of the Communist regime in China as the 
representative of China in the United 
Nations or any of its · specialized agencies 
and supports the President in his expressed 
determination to use all means to prevent 
such representation. 

I vigorously urge the adoption of this 
resolution. Certainly the events of the 
last 6 months have proved the necessity 
for giving increased consideration to this 
matter. The concern of our Government 
and of our people has been heightened 
by the Geneva Conference and the care· 
fully planned activities of the Chinese 
Communist leaders and their cohorts 
throughout the world, who develop sup
port for their efforts to acquire the seat 
now occupied by the representative of 
Nationalist China. 

Early this year I stated, and today I 
want to bring to the attention of this 
great House of Representatives, that 
there is a growing apprehension among 
the American people · that we could be 
moving in the direction of another 
Yalta. I have a strong conviction that 
Red China should not be admitted into 
the United Nations. My feelings in this 
matter are reinforced from time to time 
by letters I receive from my constitu· 
ents, vigorously opposing any recogni
tion of the outlaws who now rule close to 
500 million Chinese. 

Unanimous expression by this body, 
reflecting the solid view of the American 
people, will serve notice to the world 
that the position of the United States is 
clear and unequivocal, and that our free 
Government will not compromise a 
sacred principle. In the cold shadow of 
America's 32,000 Korean war dead, it 
seems a little short of sacrilegious to 
propose that the captive government of 
Red China be allowed to shoot its way 
into ·the United Nations. 

Adoption of this resolution will have 
the effect of assuring the American 
people that the present administration, 
as well as the legislative branch of our 

Government, stands ·united in support 
of the principles of the free world. 

I am glad that the language contained 
jn the resolution makes reference to 
President Eisenhower's recent strong 
statement on this issue, and I am happy 
to support my President in his expressed 
desire and determination in this matter. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DIES]. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, when 
President Roosevelt agreed to recognize 
the Soviet Union, Maxim Litvinoff, 
Soviet Commissar for Foreign Affairs, 
agreed on behalf of his government "not 
to permit the formation or residence on 
its territory of any organization or 
group-and to prevent the activity on 
its territory of any organization or 
group, of representatives or officials of 
any organization or group-which has 
as an aim the overthrow or the prepara
tion for the overthrow of, or the bring
ing about by force of a change in, the 
political or social order of the whole or 
any part of the United States, its terri
tories or possessions." In effect, this was 
a solemn agreement on the part of Pres
ident Roosevelt and the Soviet Union to 
outlaw Communist organizations and 
activities in the United States. 

The duplicity with which Litvinoff en
tered into this agreement may be judged 
from his gleeful account of the negotia
tions as he gave it to. his associates, D. H. 
Dubrowsky, former head of the Russian 
Red Cross; Boris Skvirsky, attache of 
the Soviet Embassy; and Peter A. Bogda
nov, chairman of the board of directors 
of the Amtorg Trading Corporation. 
When Litvinoff met these men only a 
few minutes after the conclusion of ne
gotiations for the recognition of the· 
Soviet Government by the Government 
of the United States, he entered, all 
smiles, with the remark, "Well, it's all in 
the bag." He rubbed his hands with 
satisfaction, as he added: "They wanted 
us to recognize the debts we owed them 
and I promised we were going to nego
tiate. But they did not know we were 
going to negotiate until doomsday." 
Litvinoff continued sarcastically: "The 
next one was a corker; they wanted us 
to give them freedom of religion in Rus
sia. And I gave it to them. I was very 
much prompted to offer that I would 
collect all the Bibles and ship them out 
to them." 

When Dubrowsky testified before the 
Special Committee on Un-American Ac· 
tivities, he explained: 

You see, the general motive is that any 
promise given to a bourgeois state is not 
worth the paper it is written on. 

The ink had hardly dried upon that 
agreement when the Soviet Union began 
to violate it. From that day to the pres
ent their broken pledges litter the path 
of ~ur relationship with the Kremlin. 
The Committee on Un-American Ac· 
tivities has accumulated and document· 
ed scores of instances of flagrant viola· 
tions of this solemn agreement, which 
was the basis of our recognition of the 
Soviet Union. It is evident from the 
testimony of Dubrowsky and the subse
quent conduct of the Soviet Union that 
the Kremlin never intended to fulfill or 
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respect its commitment which induced 
President Roosevelt to recognize the So· 
viet Union. As I have been saying for 
25 years, you cannot do business with a 
wicked and criminal regime conceived 
in iniquity, spawned by deceit, and 
maintained by terror and the ruthless 
suppression of human rights. 

In spite of the clear and unmistakable 
purpose of the Kremlin, there are many 
who continue to hug the delusion that 
the free world can do business with Red 
dictatorship. The plain truth is, Mr. 
Chairman, as the Dies committee point
ed out in its first report on January 3, 
1939, the :fixed and unalterable purpose 
of the Kremlin is to conquer the world. 
For reasons of expediency there have 
been times that the masters of Russia 
have shifted their tactics, but at no time 
have they changed their ultimate goal. 
World conquest remains the heart and 
core of the Communist creed. There 
was ample evidence to demonstrate this 
truth many years ago, but if any doubt 
existed then there is no room for doubt 
today. Once we recognize this simple 
truth, however unpleasant and disagree
able it is, we can shape a realistic policy 
to halt Communist aggression. The 
forces of freedom and decency have nev
er gained any victory through appea,se
ment of evil. The free world tried to ap
pease Hitler with the result that he be
came a menace. Time and again in the 
history of mankind, motives of expedi
ency have induced governments and rul
ers to compromise with evil and to sub
ordinate principle to expediency. The 
results have always been the same. The 
final payoff was always much higher 
than would have been the case if prin
ciple had been followed and expediency 
rejected. 

As I have .previously told this House, 
the fatal weakness of the Red empire is 
its scarcity of food and fiber. Through 
slave labor and terroristic methods the 
Kremlin has been able to produce mili
tary armaments. It has utterly failed 
to produce food and fiber. The col
lectivistic farms are being abandoned 
throughout the Red empire, and agricul
ture as the basic industry has virtually 
collapsed. Even the ingenuity of the 
commissars has failed to devise tortures 
sufficiently frightening and effective to 
compel farme:::s to produce a surplus. 
Consequently, the great crack in the 
Soviet armor is its desperate need for 
the basic essentials of life. This is the 
Achilles' heel of the Red monster. It 
is for this reason that the Soviet Union 
is making a desperate effort to trade 
with the free world. Through slave la
bor their gold mines have been worked 
feverishly and unremittingly to produce 
the gold with which to buy from the 
free world. Thus, the free world has 
been presented with an eleventh hour 
opportunity to redeem the stupid blun
ders which led to Soviet aggrandizement. 
An embargo placed upon the exportation 
of all goods and commodities to the Red 
countries would do more to halt So
viet aggression than all the resolutions 
in the world. I realize, of course, Mr. 
Chairman, that the free world would 
have to pay a high price. I know how 
important it is for the non-Commu
nist countries to trade. I know that it 

will cost the United States a great deal 
to support a realistic policy of refusing 
to trade with the Red bloc. I can assure 
you, however, that in the end the cost 
of such a program would be a fraction 
of what we will have to spend in blood 
and resources to save the world and 
ourselves from Communist domination. 

I read in the papers a few days ago 
that the Commission of Governors •. which 
included our own Texas GoVernor, made 
a report to the President in favor of 
trade between Japan and Red China. I 
am unalterably opposed to this recom
mendation. If it is adopted, it will 
mean that the ruthless masters of 
China will be able to maintain and 
strengthen their hold upon the unfortu
nate peoples of that country. It will 
mean that Communist influences and 
propaganda will infiltrate Japan to such 
an extent that Japan may join the Red 
bloc in the not too distant future. Japan 
will become dependent upon the Red 
regime. With the flow of goods would 
come the flow of propaganda and in
sidious influences. This recommenda
tion of the governors is contrary to 
what I have bee·n preaching on the floor 
of this House for some time. When the 
bill providing for the disposition of sur
plus agricultural commodities abroad 
was under consideration in the House, 
I offered an amendment to prevent the 
beneficiaries of our bounty from trading 
with the Red countries. That amend
ment was defeated but several of my 
amendments were adopted to keep the 
bill from being used to stimulate trade 
with the Soviet Union and her satellites. 

Mr. Chairman, the madmen who rule 
Russia will stop at nothing to achieve 
their fanatical determination to conquer 
the world. They will employ every 
means at their command to accomplish 
this goal. A Member of this House re
cently assured an audience that the 
Communist dictatorship would not use 
the A and H bombs in the event of war. 
Such an assurance is based upon the 
false premise that the Soviet rulers are 
normal people and are influenced by 
normal motives. By this time every 
Member of this House should have 
learned differently. 

Out of all the mass of detailed evi
dence which bas been presented to the 
Committee on Un-American Activities, 
there bas emerged one fact, the impor
tance of which probably exceeds that of 
all others: The Communist regime is an 
agency for the planning and perpetra
tion of high crimes. The Communist 
criminal is not an ordinary criminal even 
when he is committing ordinary crimes. 

The extraordinary thing about a Com
munist crime is that it rests upon an 
elaborate philosophy which is summed 
up in the doctrine that the end justifies 
the means. If the Communists reached 
the conclusion that by the unannounced 
and sudden use of the A- and H-bombs 
they could destroy the United States, 
they would not hesitate to use these 
bombs. If a hot war broke out between 
the Soviet Union and the free world, 
these madmen in control of the Red em
pire would not hesitate to use the A- and 
H-bombs if in their distorted minds they 
decided that the use of these bombs 
would bring them· victory. 

The non-Communist countries, includ
ing our own, say that they want to stop 
Communist aggression. To date there 
bas been no evidence that the free world 
is willing to pay the price to contain com
munism. The non-Communist countries 
are not willing to give up the temporary 
profits which they gain from trade with 
the Red empire. The wily masters of the 
Kremlin know full well that the free 
world is not ready or willing to pay the 
price of a realistic and effective program 
to halt Communist aggression. Someone 
quot ed Stalin as saying that the non
Communist countries want peace as 
much as the Red countries, but that they 
are not as willing to risk war as are the 
Red countries. In spite of all past 
blunders, I am convinced, Mr. Chairman, 
that a firm and unselfish policy on the 
part of the non-Communist countries 
moving in unison would roll back the 
Red tide. It is the supreme tragedy of 
this age that our real policy toward ad
vancing communism is appeasement. 

Mr. Chairman, I see no evidence that 
the non-Communist countries are pre
pared to adopt and follow a realistic 
program to halt the steady advance of 
Communist dictatorship. I am fearful 
that within a year all Asia will fall vic
tim to the insatiable appetite of the 
Kremlin. 

For 25 years the Communists have 
outsmarted and outgeneraled us. They 
are better poker players than we are. 
They know every move that we propose 
to make. They know every card in our 
hand. They, on the other hand, play 
with consummate skill. We have one 
ace left and they want it desperately. 
They must have food and fiber to keep 
their sprawling empire from falling 
apart. Therefore, they dangle before 
our hungry eyes the glittering prospect 
of profitable trade. They show us gold 
which was wrung from the sweat of their 
slaves. They propose to use the prod
ucts of our farms and factories to sus
tain life at a minimum requirement. 
They propose to stockpile huge quanti
ties to prepare for war. They want us 
to commit suicide by furnishing them 
with the one thing they need to destroy 
us. It is almost unbelievable that we 
would fall for this obvious bait when the 
certain result will be our own destruc
tion. 

If we could stand for 12 months with 
courage and resolution and say to them: 
"You are not going to get anything out 
of us, neither food nor fiber nor indus
trial product," the Red empire would 
collapse. 

While I favor this resolution, candor 
compels me to state that it is only a very 
small beginning of a realistic policy that 
ought to be followed by this country. If 
we want to stop communism, let us call 
upon the non-Communist world to agree 
to an all-out embargo upon the expor
tation of any product to the Red empire. 
If we want to stop communism, let me 
urge the subcommittee of the Judiciary 
Committee, under the able and conscien
tious leadership of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM], to bring 
out my bill to outlaw the Communist 
Party and its various components of 
subsidiary, auxiliary, and frontal organ
izations. 
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Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DIES. I yield. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I have just filed that 

bill. 
Mr. DIES. Well, God bless you. 

. Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. HAYSJ. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, one of the hazards of the demo
cratic way of life is that by necessity we 
have to air our differences out in the 
open. The Kremlin suffers no such 
handicap, for while there are dissents, 
those conflicts that persist are appar
ently settled by a firing squad. 

We accept the hazard partly because 
of the values that are in the very process 
of discussion itself, and partly because 
we have faith in the survival of the sys
tem, no matter how severe the conflicts 
of opinion may be. This applies, of 
course, not only to our political conflicts 
here at home but to policy conflicts af
fecting relations with those allied with 
us in fighting world communism. The 
strain resulting from differences with 
Great Britain and France will not last. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we must exert 
ourselves continuously to make bipar
tisanship in foreign policy a reality. As 
I indicated in my comments on the Mu
tual Security Act a few days ago, the 
question is delicate and this is not the 
occasion for more than a fleeting refer
ence. In voicing a dissent when there is 
an honest disagreement with foreign 
policy proposals, we on our side must 
avoid the appearance of divisiveness, 
and, I believe we have been meeting this 
standard acceptably. The present perils 
are too great to indulge in the incrimina
tions that sometimes emerge in an elec
tion year. The burdens of world leader
ship resting upon our country are so 
great that nothing less than the total 
moral and intellectual resources of both 
parties will suffice. 

I hope that at the conclusion of this 
debate, it will be evident that whatever 
1·eservations there might be as to phrase
ology, this resolution represents the 
unanimous judgment of the House with 
1·eference to the efforts of Red China 
to secure membership in the United 
Nations. 

Of course we oppose those efforts for 
the reasons that have been enumerated. 
We have been heartened by the assur
ances of the President and the Secretary 
of State that every instrumentality at 
their command will be used to prevent 
Communist China from having a seat in 
the United Nations. At the same time 
I concur in the President's suggestion 
that we avoid decisions based on an as
sumption that we will lose. 

There is an affirmative emphasis in 
this resolution that is wholesome. So, 
with your permission, let me direct at
tention to its language: 

Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives reiterates-

And that word "reiterate" is entitled 
to notice, too, because we have gone on 
record before-
its opposition to the seating of the Commu
nist regime in China as the representative of 

China in the United Nations or any of its 
specialized agencies--

This is the language I wish to call at
tention to, the concluding words--
and supports the President in his expressed 
determination to use all means to prevent 
such representation • 

I am happy to support this language, 
for I have confidence in the President 
of the United States and want to up
hold him as foreign-policy spokesman. 
I believe that this represent the attitude 
of those who sit on our side of the aisle 
and at this critical time we must have a 
single firm voice in world affairs. We 
want the world to know he speaks for all 
of us and that differences in domestic 
policy are promptly forgotten when 
grave security questions are considered. 
The outlook for a united and clearly di
rected leadership is brighter and the 
Congress should sustain the Executive 
in these efforts. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the remaining 2 minutes on this 
side to the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. JUDD]. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, the other 
day our former Speaker, the gentleman 
from Texas, said that he was going to 
support the mutual security program 
despite what he described as polit
ical attacks on a former administration 
that made his blood boil. We on this 
side feel the same way now. It is a little 
difficult to remain quiet at this partic
ular moment after listening to the tirade 
and the charges just made by the gentle
man from California [Mr. YORTY] 
against the present administration be
cause of the truce in Korea. I think one 
word must be said to keep the record 
straight and before the people. It was 
not this Republican administration that 
pulled out MacArthur when victory was 
within his grasp. It was not a Republi
can administration which made it impos
sible for Van Fleet to go forward to smash 
the Communist forces when he and every 
general in Korea of whatever nationality 
wanted to go ahead and the Communists 
were becoming demoralized. It was not 
a Republican administration that re
fused to let him win when he could win, 
and could thereby have prevented the 
war in Indochina. It was not a Re
publican administration that turned over 
to General Eisenhower an enormously 
more difficu.It situation where the Com
munists had been given 2 years in which 
to recover and to build up almost im
pregnable defenses, 30 miles in depth. 
It was one thing to accept a truce in the 
spring of 1953 when to resume the of
fensive and fight to victory would have 
cost our American forces blood by the 
gallon and lives by the tens of thousands; 
it was quite another to have gone ahead 
to the victory those forces were already 
winning in the spring of 1951. 

I think there is enough credit and 
enough blame on both sides without 
adding the sort of unjustified invective 
which has been hurled here today and 
I hope will not be indulged in again in 
the future by either side. But such 
statements as were made cannot be al
lowed to go unchallenged without some
thing being said on the other side. We 
cannot be expected to remain ~ilent 

when charged with responsibility for the 
bad results of decisions made by others. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, coming back to 
the pending resolution, some considera
tion ought to be given in this debate to · 
the arguments that are made in some ' 
quarters in favor of seating Communist 
China in the United Nations. One has 
been discussed this afternoon by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Hos
MER], namely, that the United Nations 
is supposed to be a universal organiza
tion and therefore all governments that 
exist should be admitted. That argu
ment is demolished by the language of 
the charter itself. It was not intended 
to be a universal organization. That 
was settled at San Francisco. Exten
sive machinery was set up in the charter 
to determine how nations are to be ad
mitted, what are the credentials and 
qualifications they must have; also how 
they are to be expelled if they do not 
abide by their commitments under the 
charter. 

Maybe there ought to be an interna
tional organization in which all exist
ing de facto governments would be eli
gible for membership. But the United 
Nations is not such an organization. 
The purpose of this resolution is to keep 
the< United Nations what it was intended 
to be or as nearly as possible what it 
was intended to be-a union of peace
loving states. To admit Communist 
China would be brazenly to convert it 
into a league with organized gangsters, 
murderers, thugs, and racketeers. We 
have gangsters in our country too, but 
we do not advocate that, just because 
we may have to deal with them on oc
casion they should therefore be brought 
into the FBI. 

I remember last year some public of
ficials in the State of New York were 
strongly criticized and impeachment de
manded because they went up to Sing
Sing to see one gangster; yet it is seri
ously proposed in some parts of the 
world that we should bring into the 
United Nations an outfit made up of 
the worst gangsters in history, plotting 
constantly against our security and our 
survival. 

Another argument often heard is that 
if we will just recognize and accept the 
Chinese Communists into respectable 
society, maybe we can detach them from 
the Soviet Union; maybe we can drive 
a wedge between Peiping and Moscow; 
maybe we can make Titos out of Mao 
Tse-tung and Chou En-lai. That is a 
more subtle argument, but there is not 
one thing in Communist theory or Com
munist history or Communist practice to 
support it. Besides, why should the 
Chinese Communists break with the 
Kremlin if they can have all the advan
tages of trade and good relations with 
the free world and with the Communist 
bloc at the same time? Of all the possi
bilities, this is the least likely. 

Mr. Churchill said here in Washing
ton the other day that we should make 
".a real good try for peaceful coexist
ence" with the Communists. I would 
like to ask what it is we have been doing 
all these last 10 years if not a real good 
try. We gave the Reds Poland. It was 
not ours but we gave it to them anyway. 
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We gave them Eastern Germany. We 
gave them control of Manchuria. We 
gave them North Korea. That is exactly 
how we got into our present mess in 
Asia-by making a real good try to get 
along with the Chinese Reds. We gave 
Russia the Kurile Islands, overhanging 
Japan and southern Sakhalin with the 
only oil wells Japan had. No wonder 
Japan is in economic difficulties. 

What more are we to be asked to do 
in order to make a "real good try?" 
Give them western Germany? Give 
them the Middle East and the Suez 
Canal? Give them the rest of Japan? 
Give them India? Give them Alaska? 
How about California? 

It is incredible that anyone should 
be considering adding to the list of what 
we have already given in the vain no· 
tion that by sacrificing our own princi· 
pies and those of the United Nations, 
and by yielding other peoples' territory, 
other peoples' rights, yes, even their 
freedom, we will win better relations 
with Communists or woo them awaY 
from Moscow. I should like to pull the 
Chinese Communists away from the 
Kremlin; but the way to do it is to keep 
the heat on and make them lose, not 
help them win. 

There is a further answer to the argu· 
ment, it seems to me, and that is this: 
Why would the Kremlin be moving 
heaven and earth, and for years, to get 
Communist China into the United Na· 
tions, if that would lead or enable Com· 
munist China to break with the Soviet 
Union? Why do you suppose Moscow 
and all the satellites would be trying so 
hard to get Communist China into the 
United Nations, if that would split Com
munist China from the Kremlin and 
hereby wreck all it has been doing for 
30 years in steadily expanding its world 
conspiracy? The Soviet leaders may 
have made a lot of mistakes, but can 
anyone believe they are so stupid as to 
work so hard to get Red China into the 
United Nations in order to have it break 
with the Kremlin and destroy the whole 
Communist position in the world? 

In addition to the moral reason that 
admission of Red China would make a 
cynical mockery of the principles of the 
U.N. Charter, and the legal reason that 
the Communist Chinese do not qualify 
for membership--we are not excluding 
them out of mere prejudice or arbitrari· 
ness; they have excluded themselves by 
their own lawless behavior-are the 
practical reasons. What would be the 
result in Asia of admitting Communist 
China? All of free Asia is in flux today. 
It has a dozen or so new governments 
struggling to maintain their independ· 
ence. They singly do not have the 
strength to defend themselves one by 
:me against Communist China. They 
know the free world, if united, does have 
the strength; it does not have the will, 
they know the Communist world has the 
will; it does not yet have the strength. 
I suspect the outcome of the world strug
gle will depend on which side, the Com
munist or the free world side, gets first 
both the strength and the will. 

These countries in Asia will crumble 
once they are convinced the Communists 
are going to win. To admit Communist 
China to the United Nations would mean 

to the people of Asia, and it should mean 
to us, that the Communists have already 
won. Let Communist China into the 
United Nations, gentlemen, and that will 
be the ball game for Asia. That is why 
the Kremlin wants it so desperately and 
offers almost any concession in order to 
get it. . 

If our relatively strong allies in Europe 
are willing to embrace Communist 
China, how can we expect young and 
relatively weak governments like Laos 
and Burma and Indonesia and India, 
yes, and the Philippines, to have the 
fortitude and the insight and the under
standing and the steadfastness to stand 
up and defy giant Communist China. 
They cannot be expected to resist suc
cessfully that which the rest of the U.N. 
accepts. 

There is one more point I should like 
to make if I have time. It is said by 
some outside that to pass such a reso
lution is an attempt to force other coun
tries to our position. No; it is an at
tempt to persuade them to abide by the 
principles of the United Nations and by 
the commitments all of us have made 
under its charter. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a lot of talk 
nowadays to the effect that we must ne
gotiate-but how negotiate with a tiger? 
We must give and take, but what are 
we to give this time? 

We must achieve peaceful coexistence 
with communism, but how get peaceful 
coexistence between normal tissue and 
a malignantly spreading cancer? 

Mr. Chairman, what we need most to 
do is to rediscover and rededicate our· 
selves to the convictions on which our 
Nation was founded. The most funda· 
mental of them all is inscribed around 
the inside of the Jefferson Memorial. 
What did he say about negotiating with 
tyrants? He said: 

I have sworn upon the altar of God eternal 
hostility against every form of tyranny over 
the mind of man. 

That is what we are dealing with, the 
cruelest tyranny over the mind of man 
in all history. Whatever other countries 
may try to do, the United States cannot 
make peace-and God give us strength 
not to make peace-with tyranny. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time having 
expired, the Clerk will read the resolu· 
tion for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That the House of Representa

tives reiterates its opposition to the seating 
of the Communist regime in China as the 
representative of China in the United Na
tions or any of its specialized agencies and 
supports the President in his expressed de
termination to use all means to prevent such 
representation. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, the only reason I am 
imposing myself on the committee at 
this time is that I, with some of my col· 
leagues, have recently returned from 
Europe, after having spent 4 weeks there 
as a member of the Committee To In· 
vestigate Communist Aggression against 
the Baltic and other satellite countries 
of Europe. We held hearings in Lon
don, Munich, and Berlin. I am sorry it 
was not possible for every Member of 

the House to be present, but if the Mem· 
bers will take the time to read those 
hearings when they are published, I 
guarantee that they will find them many 
times more interesting in _every respect 
than the 12 best books that have been 
written on the subject of Communist ag:
gression. 

We listened to witnesses who were the 
top people of the governments of these 
countries when the Communists took 
over. The conclusion of all of the wit
nesses-some 55 or 60 of them-was that 
you cannot trust the Communists and 
you cannot do business with them under 
any circumstances. Every move the 
Communists make is aimed toward their 
ultimate goal of world conquest-world 
domination by communism. 

One could not sit and listen to these 
witnesses-as our committee did in var· 
ious cities in the United States during 
the last 2 years-without coming to defi· 
nite conclusions. 

Incidentally, I intend to ask permis· 
sion later to insert in the RECORD a ser
mon given by an Air Force chaplain on 
Sunday, July 4, in Berlin, to which I 
listened. It was broadcast over the 
Armed Forces Network. The title of his 
sermon was "Communism versus Chris
tianity." As I considered it one of the 
best I have ever heard on the subject, 
I secured a copy for insertion in the 
RECORD. 

To sum up this matter, I wish to con
cur with the remarks of my friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DIES], under whose chairmanship 
I had the pleasure of serving on the 
Committee on Un-American Activities 
in 1943 and 1944. Having been a student, 
to some degree, of this subject ever since 
1921-when I made my first talk against 
communism-! have come to one inevi· 
table conclusion. 

There is only one way we can handle 
this problem without going into total 
war. The only way I know of-and I 
propose to draft and present a resolution 
to the House in the very near future con· 
cerning this matter-involves two 
courses. The first is to do everything 
possible to get all the nations of the free 
world to join the United States in cutting 
off diplomatic relations with the gang. 
sters and bandits in the Kremlin. The 
second and more drastic-and this was 
touched on by one of the previous speak· 
ers today-is to enforce economic sane· 
tions. I sincerely agree with what was 
said by, I believe, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DIES], although it may have 
been someone else: that if we could put 
on a complete blockade and cease all 
trade with the Soviet Government and 
the satellite nations, it would do more to 
wreck the program of the Kremlin for 
bringing about a world revolution than 
anything else we could do at this time. 

I will support the resolution that is be
fore us today, but I do not believe it goes 
far enough. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last few words, and ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I take 

this time to ask the chairman of the 
committee a question or two. In formu
lating this resolution, was any evidence 
obtained in the hearings that any deal 
had been made as a part of the Korean 

. truce, that Red China would be recog
nized? 

Mr. JUDD. Deal . by whom? 
Mr. GROSS. On the part of any of 

the so-called free world friends. 
Mr. JUDD. I can assure the gentle

man none has been made by our country. 
I know nothing as to what any other 
country may have done. I have no bet
ter sources regarding them than the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GROSS. That was not gone into 
by the Committee on Foreign Affairs? 
No evidence was obtained by the com
mittee to the effect that any deal had 
been made that as a price for the Korean 
tru.ce Red China would be recognized in 
the United Nations? 

Mr. JUDD. That was gone into and 
we have no evidence whatsoever of any 
such deal. We have allies, of course, who 
openly advocate that Communist China 
be brought into the U. N. 

Mr. GROSS. But no evidence that 
that was obtained as a part of that truce 
over there? 

Mr. JUDD. None whatsoever. 
Mr. GROSS. What is proposed to be 

done if Red China is seated? You must 
have given study to that. 

Mr. JUDD~ That is right. But no 
firm decision should be announced in ad
vance. A good doctor when he prepares 
to operate has instruments ready for 
every eventuality, but his job is to see 
that complications do not occur that will 
require their use. If we concentrate 
successfully on preventing the seating of 
Red China in the U.N., the question of 
what to do should she be admitted will 
not come before us. I see no reason to 
cross a bridge before we come to the 
bridge. 

Mr. GROSS. I think the gentleman's 
resolution falls far short of the mark. 
I think we should have gone on in this 
resolution and moved to get out of the 
United Nations if Red China is seated. 

I should like to ask the gentleman 
another question. Why is this language 
in the resolution? 

The House of Representatives reiterates 
its opposition to the seating of the Com
munist regime in China as the representative 
of China. 

I refer specifically to the words "as the 
representative of China." Why that 
window dressing? Why not strike out 
those words and say that the House of 
Representatives reiterates its opposition 
to the seating of the Communist regime 
in China in the United Nations and con
tinue with the remainder of the lan
guage? 

Mr. JUDD. Because China already sits 
in the United Nations. The question is 
not the admission of China, the question 
is, Who is to occupy the Chinese seat and 
represent China in the -United Nations? 

Mr. GROSS. You are here dealing 
with the Communist regime, you are not 
dealing with China. 

Mr. JUDD. It is not a question of ad
mission of China, Communist or Nation-

alist. It is a question of determining 
who is to occupy the Chinese seat in the 
United Nations. We are opposed to seat .. 
ing the Communist regime. 
' Mr. GROSS. Why not say as you start 
out to say here, "The House of Repre
sentatives reiterates its opposition to the 
seating of the Communist regime in the 
United Nations, and so forth"? Why not 
say that? It is simple, effective, and not 
susceptive of dual meaning. 

Mr. JUDD. That is what we do say. 
Mr. GROSS. No, you add the words 

"as the representative of China." 
Mr. JUDD. That is what the Com

munist regime in China would be if it 
were seated. How else would the gentle
man describe it? It is not the Commu
nist regime in Guatemala, it is the Com
munist regime in China. 

Mr. GROSS. Why put in "as the rep
resentative of China"? 

Mr. JUDD. To be accurate in our de
scription of the situation. China has a 
seat in the United Nations. It is occu
pied by the legitimate Nationalist gov
ernment as the representative of China. 
We are opposed to the Communist re
gime being recognized and seated as the 
representative of China in that seat in 
the United Nations. 

Mr. GROSS. If I could get a good ex
planation from the gentleman as to why 
this extraneous language I would not of
fer an amendment. 

Mr. JUDD. This is not extraneous 
language; it is a straight statement of 
the situation we face. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. BOW. I call the attention of the 

gentleman and the House to the fact 
that we already have a law which is in 
effect at this time containing this lan
guage which was in the State, Com
merce, and Justice Departments' ap
propriation bill. The language is as fol
lows: 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
Communist Chinese Government should not 
be admitted to membership in the United 
Nations as the representative of China. 

So what we are doing today is reiter
ating the language contained in the 
State, Commerce, and Justice Depart
ments' appropriation bill. 

Mr. GROSS. As I say, there is no 
necessity for this language in the reso
lution. Why not just say we are not 
going to accept Communist China in the 
United Nations-period? 

Mr. BOW. That is what this resolu
tion says. And it is already in a law 
which has been passed by the Congress. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, in pro
posing this form of resolution, our com
mittee felt we should, in the words of the 
song, "accentuate the positive-elimi
nate the negative." 

It is quite proper and effective for in .. 
dividual Members of either body to an
nounce their own views as to what should 
be done if the Red Chinese should make· 
their way into the United Nations. We 
felt, however, that this negative ap
proach was not appropriate for official 
action by the House, first, because it 
smacked of defeatism in an issue where 
we are almost sure to win, and second, 

because our country should not officially 
notify our enemies of what we will or 
will not do in hypothetical future sit
uations. 

As to the defeatist attitude; suppose a 
football coach announced before the sea
son opened that if his team lost a big 
game during the season he would recom
mend withdrawing from the conference; 
that might create a psychological atti
tude that would cause his team to lose 
a sure winner. 

Only 15 members of the U. N. have 
even recognized Red China. Every year, 
time after time, in many different ways, 
the Reds try to get the Chinese Commu
nists in to represent China, and they are 
regularly voted down. This happened in 
1951 when I was a delegate to the U. N. 
Assembly; it has happened each year 
since. It will happen again this year. 

· Why should we talk about losing a con
test we always win? 

On the other hand, if the whole world 
changed, if 25 nations changed their 
vote, and it would take that many more 
to change the result, if the whole char
acter and purpose of the U.N. changed, 
we should remember that, whatever else 
we do, we must first get the U.N. out of 
the United States before we get the 
United States out of the U. N. 
We cannot withdraw from the U. N. 
while it has its headquarters in the heart 
of our largest city. It would not be help
ful, it is not necessary, to announce now 
all the actions that might be taken so 
as to result in the withdrawal of the 
U. N. from its present headquarters. 
Suffice it to say that this result could be 
arranged and must be accomplished be
fore we would ever withdraw from the 
U.N. 

In this resolution, no such negative 
course is mentioned. We accentuate the 
positive. We reiterate our stand and 
uphold the President in keeping the 
U. N. to its positive, useful, charted 
course. This resolution gives positive 
support to the Eisenhower positive for
eign policy. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the pending resolution, 
which has for its purpose reaffirming 
our hard-spoken opposition to admitting 
Communist China to the United Nations, 
or to any of its specialized agencies. 

Communist China has repeatedly 
shown itself to be unfriendly to the 
United States. It has shown itself to be 
unfriendly to the concept of world 
peace-the fundamental purpose of the 
United Nations is to maintain peace. 

Communist China has stirred up 
trouble in the world and has been the 
agency through which thousands of 
American boys lost their lives and 
through which more thousands of Ameri
can boys were wounded in Korea. Its 
aggressive spirit has cost this Nation 
billions of dollars. 

To its guilt as a declared aggressor in 
Korea has been· added Red China's efforts 
to take over Indochina. In addition, 
Mao and his government have refused 

' to conclude a peace in Korea-as a re-
sult, the country is technically still at 
war with the United Nations. It is in
conceivable to me that, under these cir
cumstances, Communist China could 
possibly be admitted to the U. N. 
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The chief argument advanced in favor 

of seating Red China in the United Na
tions seems to be that such a step might 
bring about a change . of heart on the 
part of these Communists. I say to you, 
in answer to this flimsy excuse, that the 
United Nations was fashioned as, and is, 
an international organization dedicated 
entirely to world peace-it is not a reform 
school. 

President Eisenhower is the President 
of the United States, and thus the Presi
dent of all of our citizens. Though I am 
a member of another political party, I 
recognize the responsibility of the Presi
dent and of his Secretary of State for 
carrying on the foreign policy of this 
great Nation. 

The President has expressed his deter
mination to use all the means at his 
disposal to prevent the Communist 
regime of China from being seated in 
the United Nations. I agree whole
heartedly with his stand. 

He is entitled to a bipartisan support 
on his stand. I am happy to pledge him 
my support on this issue. I hope that 
every Member of the House of Repre
sentatives will do likewise. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, we are 
today discussing a resolution, the sub
stance of which has lately met with 
treatment on the front pages of practi
cally all of our newspapers and has been 
the subject of careful appraisal by many . 
thoughtful citizens. The spirit of this 
measure is that we deny to Communist 
China the privilege of a seat in the 
United Nations. 

Despite the sweet prompting of pres
sure groups, and what they might have 
to say to the contrary, the United Na
tions was set up as an organization which 
would be comprised of peace-loving na
tions, with her councils available only as 
necessary means to the attainment of 
that peace, not as forums in which irre
sponsible and contentious groups of in
ternational pirates might hawk their 
wares of disunity, hate, and dishonesty. 

What possible argument could there 
be in favor of Communist China's ad
mission? Are our memories so short that 
we forget the atrocities she has perpe
trated in Korea and Indochina? Are we 
unaware of what she stands for and what 
she has stood for in the past? Are we 
operating under the delusion that she is 
just another Peck's Bad Boy who, given 
a chance and in good time, will begin 
behaving himself? Are we unmindful of 
the lessons that the schemers of com
munism are teaching every hour of every 
day in the occupied sections of the world, 
a philosophy of deceit, cruelty, and slav
ery of men's minds and souls? 

A look at the record should be enough 
to convince us that the Communists are 
tough, shifty, and undependable. 

After looking at the record, it should 
not be difficult to determine what their 
plans are for the future. 

World domination is the ultimate goal 
of the Marxist-Lenin-Stalin ideology, 
whether it is the Russian or the Chinese 
brand. 

The unanimou~ action today of the 
House of Representatives is clear indi
cation of how the American people feel 
about this matter. 

·,~ We will not be browbeaten into doing 
something that goes so clearly against 
the spirit and purpose of the United Na
tions and against the interests of our 
own country. , 

World peace may well depend upon 
whether we stand firm in the matter of 
admitting Red China into the U.N. Our 
own sense of decency and justice requires 
that we make our position unmistakably 
clear, for neither economic considera
tions nor a glittering appeal to question
able security will dissuade us from the 
moral ideals to which we have dedicated 
our lives, our fortunes, and our Nation's 
well-being. 

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Chairman, in sup
porting this resolution I would remind 
the Chinese people that it is not they, 
but their unyielding imperialist leaders 
whose determination to force their way 
into the United Nations we are unwill
ing to recognize. 

These leaders, misguided by the 
treacherous and power-seeking men of 
the Kremlin, have consistently disre
garded all the rules of international war
fare and openly defied the United Na
tions as an opponent of aggression and 
an instrument of peace. 

As a member of the United Nations, 
the United States cannot approve the 
admission of China to this international 
institution created for the primary pur
pose of maintaining peace. 

The Chinese people are not imperial
ist minded. This has been proven by 
many centuries of recorded history. 

Under responsible democratic leaders 
China will once more assume her right
ful place among the leading peace-lov
ing nations of the world. 

When shown this is being attempted, 
America will not only welcome China 
into the family of nations, but will, as 
she has traditionally done in years past 
even with her defeated enemies, extend 
freely of her material and spiritual re
sources to restore the Chinese people to 
self-government and a more abundant 
life. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GRoss: On page 

1, line 3, after the word "China", strike out 
the words "as the representative of China." 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
want to labor this point, but I simply 
want to reiterate there is no reason for 
extraneous language in the resolution. 
There should be no qualification of any 
kind. If we are going to adopt this pro
posal, let us say simply and effectively 
that we are opposed to the seating of 
the Communist regime in China in the 
United Nations. Then, go on with the 
rest of the language as it is in the resolu
tion. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. FULTON. If the gentleman's 

amendment were accepted, would he 
then vote for the resolution? 

Mr. GROSS. I am going to vote for 
the resolution although I feel that it 
falls far short of what we ought to say. 

Mr. FULTON. I want to accommo
date the gentleman. But is it important 

enough that you would say you would 
vote against the resolution, if this par
ticular language is in it? 

Mr. GROSS. No, I will not vote 
against it with that language, but I see 
no reason for it. Let us make it as effec
tive as possible. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. VORYS. Does the gentleman un

derstand that China, the republic we 
recognize, the country, the nation of 
China, is now a member of the United 
Nations and the whole issue is not 
whether China shall be a member of 
the United Nations, but who shall repre
sent China in the United Nations. The 
gentleman is striking out the important 
issue here. 

Mr. GROSS. No, no, that is not the 
issue and the gentleman knows it. There 
is only one Communist regime in China, 
and the gentleman well knows that. You 
would not in any way jeopardize the 
nationalist government of China. 

Suppose the United Nations should 
adopt a motion, as a first step, recog
nizing Communist China as the repre
sentative of China. You would regret 
ever having put such language in this 
resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend
ment be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. GRoss]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I listened with a great 

deal of interest to the remarks made by 
my friend, the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. JuDD]. I am in complete 
agreement with everything he said ex
cept his preliminary remarks, which I 
will not refer to on this occasion. The 
gentleman and I have been very much 
interested for some years in the situation 
and the matter which is before the House 
n0w. As a matter of fact, we were two 
of a small group which comprised the 
sponsors of the committee of 1 million 
where a million signatures were obtained 
throughout the entire United States op
posing the admission of Red China into 
the United Nations. 

I want to ask the acting chairman of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs a ques
tion because I think it is important for 
the record. This resolution states that 
it "supports the President in his ex
pressed determination to use all means 
to prevent such a representation." Sec
retary Dulles within the past week has 
stated that the United States, if it de
sired, could use the double veto in the 
Security Council, that is correct, is it 
not? 

Mr. JUDD. That is correct, so I am 
informed. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Is this resolution 
to be construed that it is the intention 
of the committee and of the House upon 
its adoption that if it is necessary for our 
country to use the double veto it should 
be done? 

Mr. JUDD. Yes. We discussed in 
committee whether the resolution should 
read that we support the expressed de
termination of ":;l'he President and the 
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Secretary of State," in order to make 
sure that it includes the statement of the 
Secretary on the use of the veto in this 
case. It seems clear that the term 
"President" is inclusive of the Secretary 
and other responsible officers and their 
official statements. Mr. Dulles has said 
we would use the veto and that means 
this administration has declared that 
as its position. That is our understand
ing, when the resolution speaks of using 
"all means." 

Mr. McCORMACK. I assumed that 
was so, but I thought the record should 
show whether my assumption was cor
rect, that if a situation ever arises where 
the exercise of the double veto on the 
part of our country is necessary, this 
resolution contemplates its exercise. 

Mr. JUDD. That is our understand
ing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex
pired. 

Under the rule, the Committee rises. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ELLSWORTH, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the resolution <H. Res. 627) reiterating 
the opposition of the House of Repre
sentatives to the seating of the Com
munist regime in China in the United 
Nations, pursuant to House Resolution 
634, he reported the resolution back to 
the House. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the resolution. 
Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, on that I 

demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 381, nays 0, not voting 53, as 
follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Alexander 
Allen, Calif. 
Allen, Ill. 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Andrews 
Angell 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Bates 
Battle 
Beamer 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bentley 
Bentsen 
Berry 
Betts 
Bishop 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bolton, 

Oliver P. 
Bonner 
Bosch. 
Bow 
Bowler 

[Roll No. 105] 
YEAS-381 

Boy kin 
Bramblett 
Bray 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Ohio 
Brownson 
Broyhill 
Buchanan 
Budge 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Busbey 
Bush 
Byrd 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Campbell 
Canfield 
Cannon 
Carlyle 
Carnahan 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Celler 
Chatham 
Chelf 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Chudoff 
Church 
Clardy 
Clevenger 
Cole, Mo. 
Cole, N.Y. 
Colmer 
Condon 
Cooley 
Coon 
Cooper 
Corbett 
Cretella 
Crosser 

Crumpacker 
Cunningham 
Curtis, Mass. 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Tenn. 
Davis, Wis. 
Dawson, Utah 
Deane 
Delaney 
Dempsey 
Derounian 
Devereux 
D'Ewart 
Dies 
Ding ell 
Dollinger 
Dolliver 
Dondero 
Donohue 
Donovan 
Dorn, N.Y. 
Dorn, S.C. 
Dowdy 
Doyle 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Ellsworth 
Engle 
Evins 
Fenton 
Fernandez 
Fine 
Fino 
Forand 
Ford 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton 

Gamble Krueger 
Garmatz Laird 
Gary Landrum 
Gathings Lane 
Gavin Lanham 
Gentry Lantaff 
George Latham 
Golden LeCompte 
Goodwin Lesinski 
Gordon Lipscomb 
Graham Lovre 
Granahan McCarthy 
Grant McConnell 
Green McCormack 
Gregory McCulloch 
Gross McDonough 
Gubser Mcintire 
Gwinn McMillan 
Hagen, Calif. McVey 
Hagen, Minn. Machrowicz 
Hale Mack, Ill. 
Haley Mack, Wash. 
Halleck Madden 
Hand Magnuson 
Harden Mahon 
H ardy Marshall 
Harrison, Nebr. Mason 
Harrison, Va. Matthews 
Hart Meader 
Harvey Merrill 
Hays, Ark. Merrow 
Hays, Ohio Metcalf 
Hebert Miller, Calif. 
Herlong Miller, Kans. 
Heselton Miller, Md. 
Hess Miller, Nebr. 
H iestand Mills 
Hill Mollohan 
Hille son Morano 
Hinshaw Moss 
Hoeven Moulder 
Hoffman, Ill. Multer 
Hoffman, Mlch. Mumma 
Holifield Murray 
Holmes Natcher 
Holt Neal 
Hoi tzman Nelson 
Hope Nicholson 
Horan Norrell 
Hosmer Oakman 
Howell O'Brien, Ill. 
Hruska O 'Brien, N.Y. 
Hunter O 'Hara, Ill. 
Hyde O 'Hara, Minn. 
Ikard O 'Konski 
Jackson O'Neill 
James O <:mers 
Jarman Passman 
Javits Patten 
Jenkins Patterson 
Jensen Pelly 
Johnson, Calif. Pfost 
Johnson, Wis. Philbin 
Jonas, Ill. Phillips 
Jonas, N.C. Pilcher 
Jones, Ala. Pillion 
Jones, Mo. Poage 
Jones, N.C. Poff 
Judd Polk 
Karsten, Mo. Preston 
Kean Price 
Kearney Priest 
Kearns Prouty 
Keating R abaut 
Kee Radwan 
Kelley Pa. Rains 
Kelly, N.Y. Ray 
Keogh Rayburn 
Kilburn Reams 
Kilday Reece, Tenn. 
King, Calif. Reed, Ill. 
King, Pa. Reed, N. Y. 
Kirwan Rees, Kans. 
Klein Rhodes, Ariz. 
Kluczynski Rhodes, Pa. 
Knox Richards 

Riehlman 
Riley 
Roberts 
Robeson, Va. 
Robison, Ky. 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Mass. 
Rogers, Tex. 
Rooney 
Sadlak 
St. George 
Saylor 
Schenck 
Scherer 
Scrivner 
Scudder 
Secrest 
Seely-Brown 
Selden 
Shafer 
Sheehan 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Short 
Shufford 
SieminEki 
S!mpson, Ill. 
Simpson, Pa. 
Small 
Smith, Kans. 
Smit h, Miss. 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wis. 
Spence 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stauffer 
Steed 
Stringfellow 
SUllivan 
Taber 
Talle 
Tay:or 
Thomas 
Thompson, 

Mich. 
Thornberry 
Tollefson 
Trimble 
Tuck 
Van Pelt 
VanZandt 
Velde 
Vinson 
Vorys 
VurEell 
Wainwright 
Walter 
Wampler 
Warburton 
Watts 
Westland 
Wharton 
Whitten 
Wickersham 
Widnall 
Wigglesworth 
Williams, Miss. 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, N.Y. 
Wilson, Calif. 
Wilson, Ind. 
Wilson, Tex. -
Winstead 
Withrow 
Wolcott 
Wolverton 
Yates 
Yorty 
Young 
Younger 
Zablocki 

NOT VOTING-53 
Barden 
Barrett 
Bender 
Bolton, 

Frances P. 
Bonin 
Brooks, La. 
Buckley 
Camp 
Cotton 
Coudert 
CUrtis, Mo. 
Curtis, Nebr. 
Dawson, Ill. 
Dodd 
Durham 
Fallon 
Feighan 

FiE her 
Fogarty 
Harris 
Harrison, Wyo. 
Heller 
Hillings 
Kersten. Wis. 
Long 
Lucas 
Lyle 
McGregor 
Mailliard 
Martin, Iowa 
Miller, N.Y. 
Morgan 
Morrison 
Norblad 
O 'Brien, Mich. 

Ostertag 
Patman 
Perkins 
Powell 
Regan 
Rivers 
Roosevelt 
Scott 
Sikes 
Sutton 
Teague 
Thompson, La. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Utt 
Weichel 
Wheeler 
Wier 
Willis 

So the resolution was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Hillings with Mr. Roosevelt. 
Mr. Bonin with Mr. Camp. 
Mr. Martin of Iowa with Mr. O'Brien of 

Michigan. 
Mr. Norblad with Mr. Barrett. 
Mr. Curtis of Missouri with Mr. Fogarty. 
Mr. McGregor with Mr. Perkins. 
Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin with Mr. Mor-

rison. 
Mr. Utt with Mr. Regan. 
Mr. Scott with Mr. Rivers. 
Mr. Bender with Mr. Lucas. 
Mr Mailliard with Mr. Thompson of Lou-

isiana. 
Mr. Weichel with Mr. Thompson of Texas. 
Mrs. Frances P. Bolton with Mr. Sikes. 
Mr. Coudert with Mr. WilliE. 
Mr. Cotton with Mr. Fisher 
Mr. Harrison of Wyoming with Mr. Dodd. 
Mr. Ostertag with Mr. Teague. 
Mr. Miller of New York with Mr. Brooks 

of Louisiana. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
Mr. VORYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs may have until mid
night Saturday to file a report on H. R. 
9910. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT TO HELIUM ACT 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent ~o 
take from the Speaker's desk the bill 
(H. R. 8713) to amend section 1 (d) of 
the Helium Act (50 U. S. C., sec. 161 
(d)), and to repeal section 3 <13) of the 
act entitled "An act to amend or repeal 
certain Government property laws, and 
for other purposes," approved October 
31 1951 (65 Stat. 701), with a Senate 
a~endment thereto, and concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Page 1, line 8, after "operations", insert 

"not needed for Government use." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in and a motion to reconsider was laid 
or{ the table. 

GUILLERMO MORALES CHACON 
Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 2617) for 
the relief of Guillermo Morales Chacon, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Page 1, line 11, strike out "in excess of 10 

percent thereof." 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. -------
MRS. AUGUSTA SELMER-ANDERSEN 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 6642) 
for the relief of Mrs. Augusta Selmer
Andersen, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Page 2, line 2, strike out "in excess of 10 

percent thereof." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 

COMMI'ITEE ON RULES 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Rules have until Saturday night to 
file reports on bills. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was not objection. 

PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, the pro

gram for next week will be as follows: 
On Monday the Consent Calendar will 

be called, and following that will be the 
consideration of a supplemental appro
priation bill. 

Beginning Tuesday and for the balance 
of the week-and I will say this is for 
the balance of the week with no definite 
dates set for any of these bills-the pro
gram will be as follows: 

The Private Calendar. 
H. R. 9757, the atomic-energy bill. 
H. R. 8658, punishment of bail jumpers. 
H. R. 7130, forfeiture of citizenship. 
H. R. 4979, the immunity bill. 
House Joint Resolution 527, to provide 

for the creation of a Commission on 
Security in Industry. 

H. R. 236, the Fryingpan-Arkansas 
project. 

H. R. 8896, multiple mineral develop-
ment. 

H. R. 9463, military housing. 
s. 3589, the Export-Import Bank. 
H. R. 9756, the Commodity Credit Cor

poration. 
The Mutual Security Administration 

appropriation bill. 
H. R. 9859, the omnibus rivers and 

harbors bill. 

Of course, conference reports will be 
in order at any time. 

By agreement entered into the other 
day, Wednesday will be suspension day, 
and suspensions will be in order on that 
day. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I should like to 
inquire as to the present status of H. R. 
7840, the bill that has the backing of the 
23 railroad brotherhoods, an amendment 
of the Retirement Act. 

Mr. ARENDS. That is not on this list. 
I will check into it and try to inform the 
gentleman later. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. A great many 
Members of the House are interested in 
the bill. It is rather surprising that it 
should have gone on as long as it has 
without some action being taken. 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. PRIEST. I realize it is extremely 
difficult for the gentleman to say when 
the atomic-energy bill will be considered. 
He has said it will come up following the 
Private Calendar on Tuesday. Can the 
gentleman say rather definitely that we 
may expect it at that time? 

Mr. ARENDS. \Ve have it on the pro
gram. We are waiting to see whether 
the other body completes action on the 
bill. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Is there any kind of 
understanding that there will riot be a 
rollcall on Monday next? 

Mr. ARENDS. Not to my knowledge. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to 

state that if there were to be a rollcall 
on Monday it could well be put over until 
the next day. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Have rules been 
granted on all these bills? 

Mr. ARENDS. No; they have not. 
Mr. RAYBURN. How m:;~.ny days do 

you expect the House to be in session 
next week? 

Mr. ARENDS. I would say that if the 
rules are granted and we are to complete 
the program it will take most, if not all 
of next week. 

Mr. RAYBURN. In any event, it will 
carry us through the week? 

Mr. ARENDS. Yes. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Are 

other bills coming up by petition, bills 
on which the Committee on Rules has 
not granted a rule? 

Mr. ARENDS. I would not have any 
way of knowing that. 

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the business in 
order on Calendar Wednesday next be 
dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? · 
~here was no objection. 

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, a few mo

ments ago, the House voted on House 
Resolution 627 by Mr. BENTLEY, opposing 
the seating of the Communist regime in 
China as the representative of China in 
the United Nations. Unfortunately, I 
missed the vote by a few minutes as I was 
testifying before the Senate Judiciary 
Committee in behalf of my good friend, 
Judge James C. Connell, of Cleveland, 
Ohio. who was nominated for Federal 
judgeship in northern Ohio district. Had 
I been present, of course, I would have 
voted for the resolut ions as I have voted 
on a number of previous occasions when 
appropriation bills for the State Depart
ment were under consideration. 

This same provision was contained in 
section 110 of Public Law 471. The 
Bentley resolution reaffirms the position 
of the American people to the request of 
Communist China. 

Governments achieve their position in 
the society of nations upon the basis of 
their conduct. No country merits recog
nition today unless it demonstrates a 
desire to live at peace and to cooperate in 
the establishment of an orderly and 
peaceful world. 

Communist China has demonstrated 
a complete disregard for these standards. 
She has instigated and encouraged ag
gression in Korea and Indochina. There 
is evidence that her agents are at work 
in Japan, India, and the Philippines. 
Her leaders have done nothing to prove 
an intention to establish durable peace 
anywhere in Asia. 

To admit such a regime to the United 
Nations is to declare the United Nations 
bankrupt. No country should be per
mitted to shoot its way into the family 
of nations. I know that we speak for 
the people of every section of America in 
enacting this resolution, affirming our 
support of President Eisenhower's stand 
against the admission of Red China to 
the United Nations. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's 
statement stands in the REcORD. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 
Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 20 min
utes on Tuesday next, at the conclusion 
of the legislative program and any spe
cial orders heretofore entered. 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
GUNNERY MEET 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or
der of the House, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. MILLER] is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I had the pleasure of visiting 
Nellis Air Force Base, at Las Vegas, Nev., 
during the recent United States Air 
Force gunnery meet. I think my col
leagues would like to have a report on 
that meet, because it revealed so much 
about the fine state of readiness of our 
Air Force. I personally want to make 
such a report, as it gives me the oppor
tunity to pay a tribute to the Air Force, 
based on the demonstration of . profi
ciency, skill, and high morale I ·saw at 
Nellis. 
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My distinguished colleague, the Hon

orable LeRoy Johnson, Mr. John R. 
Blandford, and Mr. Philip W. Kelleher, 
committee counsels of the House Armed 
Services Committee, and I had the privi
lege of visiting Nellis, and witnessing the 
concluding events of the meet, as the 
guests of the Secretary of the Air Force. 
I am sure that I speak for us all when 
I say that in witnessing competitive fir
ing by crack Air Force pilots we had a 
rare educational experience. 

This was the first all-jet Air Force 
fighter gunnery and weapons meet in 
history, and staged not only as a meas
ure of Air Force readiness but to dem
onstrate in part the most efficient and 
economic expenditure of budget funds 
through the commands. The meet was 
staged to demonstrate where corners can 
be cut in conjuring more combat po
tential from fixed resources, and where 
the edge can be taken off inefficiency in 
air-to-air combat, skip-and-dive bomb
ing, panel gunnery and rocketry. All of 
this is important to the Air Force plan 
to operate the 137 -wing Air Force, now 
3 years off, with only 20,000 more uni
formed personnel than it has in the 115 
wings now operational. The meet had 
been in progress several days when our 
groups arrived making the 40-mile flight 
by helicopter from Las Vegas to the 
gunnery range at Indian Springs, just 
over the ridge from Yucca Flat, site 
of historic atomic-bomb explosions. The 
demonstrations of air-to-ground gun
nery and rocketry went off with superb 
precision, and impressed all of us with 
the capability of the pilots. Of particu
lar note was a fly-by involving a Spad, 
an F-41, an F-86, and the F-100, four 
planes covering almost the history of 
combat aviation. We were fortunate in 
having Congressman JoHNSON with us, 
because he, as a pilot who had flown 
a Spad during World War I, was able 
to giye us the performance character
istics of that aircraft. 

We were not the guests of the Air 
Force only but of the community of Las 
Vegas as well. At the meet we were 
given a demonstration of Air Forc.e 
training, skill, proficiency, and readi
ness, and, as guesw of the community, 
we were given an impressive example of 
the fine community relations prevailing 
at Nellis. Las Vegas certainly supports 
the Air Force and furnishes a fine ex
ample of the grass-roots aspects of na
tional defense. There is no question 
about the community attitude toward 
the Air Force. The people out at Las 
Vegas know where national defense 
begins. 

During the evening, we were guests at 
a western-style barbecue staged on the 
football field of the Las Vegas High 
School by the Aircraft Industries Asso
ciation, the Las Vegas Chamber of Com
merce, and allied groups. At the con
clusion of the meal, we adjourned to the 
school auditorium and enjoyed an en
tertainment program consisting . of sev
eral acts from different hotels. After 
that program, Gen. T. D. White, Vice 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, presented 
trophies for the portions of the gunnery 
meet contest which had been completed. 

One of the participating teams had 
been the 19lst Fighter Interceptor 

Squadron of the Air National Guard, 
based at Salt Lake City, Utah, and flying 
F-86A's. The 191st is part of the 144th 
Fighter Bomber Wing, composed of men 
fram California, Utah, and Nevada, all 
training to provide a fully trained stand
by force for the protection of the United 
States. Team captain of the Air Na
tional Guard unit for participation in 
this meet was Lt. Col. George W. Ed
monds, a native of Illinois, a European 
ace in World War II, and commander of 
the 144th Fighter Bomber Group since 
the 1st of March, this year. 

The trophy · for air-to-ground low
angle skip bombing and strafing went to 
another team member, Lt. Col. Roland R. 
Wright, with a score of 295 hits out of 
400. Col. Wright, a native of Idaho, but 
now a resident of Salt Lake City, is pres
ently commander of the 191st Fighter 
Bomber Squadron. I can tell you that his 
squadron was proud of their command
er's record. General White's presentation 
of the trophy and his tribute to the Air 
National Guard team's fine performance 
evoked a spontaneous round of en
thusiastic applause. I understand that 
sighting targets and shooting same is old 
stuff to at least two other Air National 
Guard competitors in the meet besides 
Colonel Wright. Maj. Milton R. Gra
ham, of Wilder, Idaho, commander of 
the 194th Fighter Bomber Squadron, 
and Maj. James w. Edwards, of Reno, 
Nev., operations officer of the 192d Fight
er Bomber Squadron, teamed up to win 
the Air National Guard gunnery meet 
at Boise, Idaho, in September 1953, and 
Lieutenant Colonel Wright was himself 
a member of the 140th Fighter Bomber 
Wing team that won the Tactical Air 
Command's gunnery meet at Eglin Air 
Force Base, Fla., in 1952. 

The crack marksmen of the Air Train
ing Command's team of aces came out on 
top by a wide margin to win overall meet 
honors and air-to-air gunnery in the 
day-fighter bracket. This Nellis-based 
team tallied 3,153 points, 398 more than 
their closest competitors. But honors 
were widely distributed. Second place 
overall honors went to a globe-girdling 
quartet from the Strategic Air Com
mand, the 508th Strategic Fighter Wing. 
This team also took first place in air-to
ground rocketry, bombing, and gunnery 
events. Third place went to a team from 
the Far East Air Forces, with a score of 
2,386 to 2,755 for second place. First 
place in the security-cloaked special de
livery competition, a new category hav
ing to do with special weapons tech
niques, was won by the 20th Fighter 
Bomber Wing, a team from the United 
States Air Forces in Europe. Second 
place 1n this special competition went to 
the team from the 49th Fighter Bomber 
Wing, based in Korea. There was cer
tainly an international character to the 
distribution of awards, all of which 
merely emphasized the farflung respon
sibilities and overall readiness of the 
Air Force. 

One other matter that should be 
stressed is that pilot skill and grade-A 
support from ground crews paid off in 
more than scoring points during the 
competition. They resulted in an acci
dent-free meet, the second consecutive 
all Air Force meet at Nellis to be free of 

major accidents. Experience and train
ing pay off-and they will pay off in the 
showdown, if it comes, just as they paid 
off at Nellis. 

A precaution which fortunately was 
unnecessary during the ·meet was the 
crash barrier which was in readiness on 
a runway. This device, developed by the 
Air Force in Korea, employs an arresting 
gear of nylon webbing, steel cable, and 
800 feet of anchor chain to decelerate 
jets in case of power failure on takeoff, 
or defective brakes, or other difficulties 
in landing. More than 30 combat planes 
used the system during a 90-day period 
in Korea, and since it-s adoption at Nellis 
it has saved five pilots from possible in
jury and prevented major damage to the 
aircraft. But like the two air-rescue 
H-19 helicopters on standby during the 
meet in case of accident, the crash bar
rier was not needed. 

Gen. J. E. Roberts, who was our con
siderate host and commander at Nellis, 
made a statement in which he said: 

Aside from providing us the best possible 
means, short of actual combat, to evaluate 
our personnel, training methods, and mate
rial, the gunnery meet has afforded the Air 
Force an ideal opportunity to demonstrate 
the qualities that go to make it such a fine 
organization. 

I might add to what General Roberts 
said, that the meet afforded the members 
of your Armed Services Committee an 
ideal opportunity of evaluating the qual
ities of the Air Force commanders, and 
leaders, and crews that produce the Air 
Force in which we place so much confi
dence, and with such good reason. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. · 
Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, today 

marks the end of the second full year 
since the McConnell coal-mine safety 
bill became law on July 16, 1952. 

I have just been advised by Mr. Harry 
F. Weaver, Chief, Coal Mine Inspection 
Branch, Bureau of Mines, that the 2 
years since this law was passed have 
marked the sharpest decline in both fatal 
and nonfatal injuries in the entire his
tory of coal mining. 

As a matter of fact, there has been only 
1 major disaster where 5 people were 
killed. There is a question as to whether 
or not this disaster should be charged 
up to the period covered by the new 
coal-mine safety law, because it occurred 
while the Federal coal-mine inspectors 
were under an injunction from the State 
court preventing them from enforcing 
provisions of the safety law. 

Though the announced intention of 
the law was to prevent major disasters 
in the coal mines of America, it is clear 
that it has had the very desirable result 
of reducing smaller accidents as well as 
the major ones. An example is that 31,-
000 people suffered nonfatal injuries in 
American coal mines in 1952. In 1953 
this number was reduced to 22,000. 

Again, i!l 1952 a total of 548 people 
were killed in coal mines. Last year this 
number was reduced to 457, the smallest 
of any year in the history of coal mining. 
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This fine record is the direct result of 
the splendid cooperation between coal 
miners, their unions, mine owners and 
operators, State and Federal coal-mine 
insoectors. It is a record of which all 
cari: be proud. 

INCREASE OF BENEFITS FORCER
TAIN VETERANS AND THEIR DE
PENDENTS 
The SPEAKER. Under the previous 

order of the House, the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts [Mrs. RoGERS] is 
recognized for 2 hours. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent tore
vise and extend my remarks and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I am reminding the member.: 
ship that there is pending at the desk the 
Radwan petition to discharge the Rules 
Committee from further consideration 
of the bill H. R. 9020, a bill which would 
provide a 10 percent across-the-board 
increase for service-connected cases, for 
widows, orphans, and dependents, and 
also about a 12 percent increase to veter
ans of the Spanish-American War, and 
certain other increases for non-service
connected disability cases. 

For a long time, Mr. Speaker, we have 
been trying to secure action, by way of a 
rule, suspension, or in some method, to 
bring this bill up. This is an extremely 
meritorious bill, it is a very moderate 
one. As a matter of fact, we cut some 
$50 million from the bill as originally in
troduced. We have also had a regard for 
the Treasury of the United States and 
the economic conditions of our country. 
However, we feel that the least we can do 
is to give help to the veterans of our 
country. We feel that we should not 
sit here quietly in our seats and not fight 
for our veterans. . 

Mr. Speaker, there are certain other 
of our bills pending ' before the Rules 
Committee. I have heard intimations 
to the effect that rules would be granted 
on some of the more modest bills. I am 
hopeful that that may be true. I also 
have inferred from conversation that 
perhaps something might be done in 
reference to H. R. 9020 if it were modi
fied. However, I am not satisfied and 
I will not feel satisfied completely until 
that legislation is passed. I do not per
sonally see how we can cut H. R. 9020 
any further. 

Mr. Speaker, I was over in the other 
body the other day and a chairman of 
one of the committees that handles such 
legislation said: "Mrs. RoGERS, why do 
you not send over more bills to us. We 
are hungry for veterans' legislation over 
here." 

Another committee chairman asked: 
"When are you going to send your legis
lation over to us. We would like for you 
to send it over." 

Mr. Speaker, if we were to modify the 
provisions of H. R. 9020 I believe the 
Senate would increase them. I do not 

think we should modify that bill. I think 
it should be taken as is. 

I for one do not feel that I can go back 
to my veterans who are in the hospitals 
and say that we have done practically 
nothing for the veterans this year. 

Mr. ALLEN of illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. ALLEN of illinois. The gentle
woman says we have not done anything. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
said "practically nothing." 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. · Let me refer 
the gentlewoman to the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of July 13, 1954, page 10441 where 
the gentlewoman herself said that 11 
veterans' bills · have been enacted into 
law, as reported by the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs during the current ses
sion of the Congress. One is now pend
ing before the President. That is 12 all 
told. I do not know whether they mean 
much or little, but I presume such a great 
committee as the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs headed by such an excellent 
chairman as the gentlewoman does not 
bring in bills that mean nothing. The 
gentlewoman stated that 12 bills have 
been passed. I can remember a Con
gress when I first came here, and an
other party was in power, reducing the 
benefits for veterans 15 percent. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
That is no reason for saying that we 
should do anything to cut the veterans 
now. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. The gentle
woman herself said that 12 bills have 
been passed during the current session 
of the Congress. I will leave it to the 
judgment of the able chairman of the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs as to 
whether only minor bills are reported 
by that committee. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. We 
have brought in a number of bills in
volving land grants, granting to certain 
towns and communities land which they 
permitted the Veterans' Administration 
to have. Now they want it back and the 
Veterans' Administration allows them to 
take it back. 

This House passed a direct loan bill 
which is still pending in the Senate. I 
understand that the Senator from Ala
bama the other day moved to add $50 
million a quarter as a grant rather than 
$25 million, which was in the bill as we 
passed it. They have had more requests 
for direct loans than ever before. The 
bill is now a part of H. R. 7839, the so
called Housing Act of 1954, which is 
in conference. It is true that we passed 
bills granting the Philippine veterans 
certain privileges and rights in refer
ence to hospitalization and so forth, 
and I have never seen a more grateful 
group. 

Personally I am devoted to the chair
man of the Committee on Rules; I have 
great admiration for him, but I realize 
that the gentleman's hands are often 
tied. I am sure he would grant rules 
if he did not have a lot of people trying 
to prevent their passage. There is a bill 
now before the committee granting $200 
per year increase per patient in the 
amount the Government pays the States 
for the veterans in State homes. I un-

derstand there is no objection to that, 
and I understand the Committee on 
Rules will grant a rule on it. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I cannot say 
what the Committee on Rules will do, but 
I favor that bill. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachuset ts. 
There is another bill to allow the Korean 
boys in hospitals, and some World War 
n veterans, even, to have money to pur
chase automobiles when they are dis
charged. I know there was no intention 
to debar them. They had an extension 
3 years ago, and that expired, and that 
must be passed before they can get the 
$1,600. Now, a great deal of money has 
been paid back to the Federal Govern
ment in the way of taxes by these vet
erans themselves. That is due to the 
increased tax that the veterans, who 
have jobs, pay as the result of having 
automobiles. On top of that, there is a 
tax paid on the purchase price of the 
automobile. If you could hear the men 
saying "We have a job now because we 
can go to and from work," I know it 
would make you happy. It is a great 
rehabilitation measure, and I think the 
Congress deserves a great deal of credit 
for passing it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
· the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am glad to as
sociate myself with the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts in connection with 
the veterans legislation that she is so 
deeply interested in, particularly on this 
occasion, in reference to H. R. 9020. On 
2 or 3 previous occasions I stated in 
colloquy with the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts, when she had the fioor, 
that I hoped the leadership would re
port out a rule on that bill or even let 
it come up under suspension; that I was 
sure it would pass this House practically 
unanimously, if not unanimously. 
Now~ I was interested in the remarks 

made by my good friend, the gentleman 
from Dlinois, [Mr. ALLEN], about some 
previous Congress and a reduction of 15 
percent in veterans' compensation. The 
gentleman from Dlinois is correct. I 
remember it very, very well, because I 
was a member of this body. That was 
back in either 1933 or 1934. It was 
known as the so-called Economy Act. 
I remember it very well, because I was 
one of the few Members of the House 
then who voted against it. And, I 
might say, in view of the fact that my 
friend from illinois has made refer
ence to another party being in control
of course, he meant the Democratic 
Party, and that is correct-that there 
were less than 50 Members of the House 
who voted against it. That meant that 
both Democrats and Republicans in that 
Congress practically overwhelmingly 
voted for the bill. And, I must make 
this observation, because I was one of 
the few Members who voted against the 
bill. I might also say that whatever 
harm was done was corrected in succeed
ing Congresses. I think it is also only 
fair to say that on veterans' legislation 
the question of partisanship has played 
no part, negligible at the most. We do 
this without regard to our party a:ffilia-
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tion. But, in connection with the bill 
that the gentleman did refer to, I wanted 
the REcORD to show what the real his
tory was; that both Republicans and 
Democrats overwhelmingly voted for it, 
and only a very small percentage of the 
Members of the House at that time voted 
against it. And I happened to be one 
of them, and, frankly, my vote against 
that is one of the proudest votes I ever 
cast. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
will say to the gentleman that many of 
the benefits were restored for the men 
that were cut under that bill, but a good 
many were not restored, and they have 
not received the benefits. The Director 
of the Budget at the time wrote a letter 
saying that the economy of the country 
was going to pieces, and he gave us the 
information that no service-connected 
cases would be cut, but they were cut. I 
will say to the gentleman that this year 
our committee was asked to pass an 
omnibus veterans' bill which would mean 
the raising of some benefits, but the cur
tailment of others, and our committee 
took no action on it. Our committee 
feels that we are not willing to curtail 
and liquidate the benefits now being 
given to the veterans. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. I support the gentle
woman's position on H. R. 9020 and be
lieve we should consider the legislation 
here and now before we adjourn, and I 
hope very much that we will. I am not 
at all willing to believe that we are pull
ing up hill. On the contrary, I feel that 
it is a winning, not a losing fight. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman for his support. 
Of course, I am personally interested in 
this matter; not that it affects me, but 
it affects the veterans. Those of us who 
see them day in and day out know just 
what it means for them to have a little 
money, or a little bit more money. I was 
at the hospital the other day. There I 
saw boys with 3 limbs gone, or 4 limbs 
gone. Those boys say to me, "Mrs. 
RoGERS, does this mean that we cannot 
get the automobile money if we are not 
discharged before the time the bill ex
pires? Does it mean that we are not 
going to get a slight increase in compen
sation? We are bedridden. We cannot 
speak for ourselves. We cannot come in 
and argue for ourselves." There was one 
boy who said something about his dis
ability and not being able to get any com
pensation for it but he said, ''I get used 
to it." 

It means so very much to these boys 
to have something. They read stories 
about increases in salary for Federal em
ployees, about increases for the men in 
the services and in benefits; about in
creases to Members for telegraph money 
and clerks and they cannot understand 
why they are not given something. 

Next year I think our committee will 
have to object to the dispensing with 
the business on Calendar Wednesday 
every week. We might possibly get a 
hearing that way, although it would take 
18 Wednesdays in order for us to get a 
hearing on our bills. 

It is incredible to me that we have not 
even been able to get hearings by the 
Committee on Rules on our measures. 
When people see us coming, they run in 
the opposite direction. The only place 
left to discuss matters is the floor of this 
forum. Thank heaven for that and 
thank heaven for the right to petition. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS. I want to commend my 
chairman, the gentlewoman from Mas
sachusetts [Mrs. RoGERs], for the very 
gallant fight she has been making dur
ing this entire session, as she always has, 
on behalf of the veterans of this Nation. 

As the gentlewoman knows, I have 
always been pleased to join with her, and 
I am pleased now to give expression to 
my support of her position in this matter. 

The Subcommittee on Compensation 
and Pensions of the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs held extensive hearings 
durinci this session of Congress. It was 
the principal objective of the veterans' 
organizations of this Nation during this 
term of Congress to obtain a reasonable 
increase in cost-of-living allowances or 
compensation. This legislation was very 
carefully considered by the subcommit
tee. It was favorably reported, unani
mously reported by the full committee. 
Today we are taking action to try to 
force the matter to the floor so that 
Members will be given an opportunity to 
vote on this proposed legislation on which 
I feel sure the majority of the Members 
of the House wish to express themselves. 

I certainly want to assure the lady 
from Massachusetts that I am pleased to 
aline myself with her at this time in this 
fight. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. · We 
are all in this together. The gentleman 
knows that our committee is a 14-14 
committee. We have 14 Republicans and 
14 Democrats on our committee. We 
have worked in a nonpartisan way. At 
this time I, as chairman of the commit
tee, would like to thank every member 
of the committee for his great consid
eration and cooperation. It has meant 
a great deal to me, because the mem
bers have had such constructive views. 
I am only the chairman; they really run 
the committee. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. I would like to as
sociate myself with the views expressed 
by the chairman of our committee. I 
think it should be stressed again that 
when we come out of our committee with 
a bill, nearly 95 percent of the time it is 
by a unanimous vote. 

I am very proud of the fact, to which 
the chairman has already referred, that 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs is in 
the truest sense a bipartisan committee. 
I appreciate the remarks of the dis
tinguished gentleman from Massachu
setts, our minority whip, when he made 
that point very clear a few moments 
ago. The gentlewoman from Massa
chusetts has pointed out that this bill, 
in which we are vitally interested, H. R. 
9020, was considered for weeks by our 

committee. We made many concessions 
in the committee. There was much give 
and take. We tried to have a proper 
record and studied every angle of this 
bill. It came out of our committee by 
a unanimous vote. 

What is of particular concern to all 
of us on the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs today is to try to get a rule on 
H. R. 9020. 

I would like to thank my distinguished 
chairman and associate myself again 
with her views. I am very proud to 
point out the fact that there are a num
ber of other members of the House Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs who are here 
and who I know are anxious to say some 
things about this bill, too. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Yes, 
there are a number of them here. May 
I thank the gentleman again. There 
are a great many names on the petition 
already, although it has been on the desk 
only since 12 o'clock. If we had another 
full day, undoubtedly the full quota of 
names would be on the petition. 

I do not know when we are going to 
adjourn. May I ask the majority whip 
when he expects the Congress will 
adjourn. 

Mr. ARENDS. Does the gentlewoman 
mean today, or the end of the session? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
mean the end of the session. 

Mr. ARENDS. That is problematical. 
I would think some time the fore part of 
August. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Some time in the middle of August? 

Mr. ARENDS. That is only one per
son's guess. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. In 
the middle of August? 

Mr. ARENDS. I said the forepart of 
August. That is merely a guess on my 
part. 

Mrs. ROGERS of - Massachusetts. 
Then we will have ample time to get all 
of the names on the petition and get 
the petition out, if we are not granted 
a suspension. I do not know that they 
will give us a rule, but if we get a sus
pension, we do not care by what means 
we get the legislation out so long as it 
comes up for action. 

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. I am 
glad to associate myself with the chair
man of our committee, the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. This is a non
partisan bill. On every bill that comes 
up the whole committee votes in a non
partisan spirit. Therefore, I wish the 
Committee on Rules would see their way 
clear to bring out the bill H. R. 9020, 
because it means so much to the veter
ans. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman would not be surprised if we 
could bring it up under suspension? 

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. An
other point is that when these legisla
tive bodies come down here concerning 
legislation they should invite our chair
man to the committee meetings. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
think they would benefit very much if 
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they would come and con8ult the en· 
tire committee that was created to han· 
dle the veterans' legislation. Many of 
the members of the committee are ex. 
pert lawyers and experts on veterans' 
legislation. We have some of the ablest 
and smartest Members of the House of 
Representatives on that committee. 
People testifying before our committee 
have stated they thought that by and 
large it was the ablest Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs they had ever testified 
before. 

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. I agree 
with the gentlewoman. This commit
tee has sat for hours taking testimony. 
When there is any kind of meeting of 
the various veterans' organizations I be· 
lieve our chairman or some member 
of our committee should be invited. If 
not, we might just as well fold up as a 
committee. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
There was a unanimous vote of the com
mittee to that effect, I would say to the 
gentleman. With very great emphasis 
on the meeting of yesterday, they feel 
that everything that has to deal with 
our legislation should be taken up with 
the Veterans' Committee and not 
through other groups. I think there 
are some committees of the House that 
would be very glad to take over some of 
the legislation for the veterans; in fact, 
I know that to be the fact. They think 
it would be very nice to have the vet..: 
erans' legislation go through their com
mittees. We have to guard that zealous
ly. There are six great departments that 
are run by the Administrator of Vet
erans' Affairs. He has a terrific job. 

By the way, just at that point, if I may 
go on for a moment, in the independent 
offices appropriation bill which came 
from the other body, there was $3,500,000 
appropriated for the operation of region
al offices. Mr. Higley, the Administrator 
of Veterans' Affairs, had made a mistake 
in his estimates and he could not con
solidate the regional offices so he asked 
for $8 million more. The other body 
granted it, but then when the conferees 
got together, they cut that by over $4 
million. The budget told me twice that 
they did not see how the Veterans' Ad
ministration could function with that 
cut. And the Committee on Appropria
tions were told, and this is not their 
fault originally because they allocated 
all the money that the Bureau of Medi
cine and Surgery of the Veterans' Ad
ministration asked for, but they were cut, 
and they did not have enough money 
to pay for the services of the medical 
section and the hospitals. So they are 
asking now for $3 million supplemental. 
There was a million added in the other 
body for repairs on a hospital in Long 
Beach, Calif. I think those repairs are 
necessary. I visited there and I approve 
of that. But, certainly, the money for 
that should not have been cut, and cer
tainly there should not have been any 
cuts for the Veterans' Administration. 
This year an · the appropriations for the 
veterans have been cut. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I would like to 
express the appreciation which, I am 
sure, many of us on both sides of the 
aisle feel toward the gentlewoman for 
her courageous fight in behalf of a just 
and reasonable cost-of-living increase 
for the veterans and their dependents 
and orphans of veterans under H. R. 
9020. I think the great number of sig
natures, which have already been placed 
on this petition, is evidence of the feeling 
on the part of a great number of the 
Members of the House that this is a 
matter which should be voted upon and 
voted upon soon. I would like in this 
connection to ask the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts a question: Has any rea
son been given to the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts for the refusal of the 
Committee on Rules to hold a hearing 
on this bill? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
have not been given any valid reason, I 
am forced to admit. Frankly, I do not 
know whether it is the fault of the chair
man of the committee because I think 
be is guided by the leadership of the 
House. But, in all fairness, I will say 
to the gentleman, in the past we have 
had a great deal of difficulty in securing 
rules on legislation when the gentleman's 
party, the Democratic administration 
was in power and we have even had u; 
stay in session late and to hold the Con
gress in session in order to secure the 
passage of our legislation. Unfortu
nately, our legislation in the past has 
always come late. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I understand one 
reason that has been advanced as an 
objection to this bill is on the point of 
economy, and on the ground that the 
budget cannot stand this kind of in
crease. Yet, is it not true that this 
increase represents only about one-

. fifteenth or one-sixteenth of the foreign 
aid appropriation which was voted just 
a week or two ago by the House of 
Representatives? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
That is very true. I voted for that ap
propriation even though I did not want 
to vote for it. But, I did vote for it be
cause I thought if there was anything 
we could do to prevent another great 
war, and to prevent the spread of com
munism, I was willing to try it. It has 
been suggested here on the floor that the 
appropriations for the veterans be taken 
out of that appropriation. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. EVINS. I think it is appropriate 
to reemphasize and repeat for the record 
the fact that the total appropriations for 
all veterans' programs immediately after 
the war was about $9 billion. They 
amounted to $8,900,000,000. Each year 
they have been reduced, and last year it 
was about $4 billion or about one-half of 
what it formerly was. The next fiscal 
year it will be $3,800,000,000. So the 
appropriations for the veterans of this 
country, although the veterans have been 
increasing in number, have been drasti
cally and substantially reduced. The 
amount of money being appropriated for 
all veterans' programs is much less than 
one-half of what it formerly was so this 

modest cost-of-living increase, I think, is 
nothing that the Congress should be 
alarmed about. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
That also brings to my mind the fact 
that the medical section of the Veter
ans' Administration is short of doctors 
and the Board of Appeals is short of 
doctors to rate the cases. That means 
slowness in the veterans having justice 
done in that way. Frankly, I do not see 
bow any Administrator of the Veterans' 
Affairs can function with the investi
gators he has. I think Mr. Higley re
cently has been trying to function with 
the suggestions of a former telephone 
company man, who is an efficiency ex
pert. That is why he is making some 
of his reductions. Various investigators 
go out from the General Accounting Of
fice and from the Budget Office and they 
tell Mr. Higley to economize, and he tries 
to economize and he is short of money. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. Does this 
legislation, H. R. 9020, have the support 
of all veteran organizations? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Oh, 
yes. It has the unanimous support of 
all veteran organizations, very enthusi
astically given. They are here all the 
time talking with us about it. Also, I 
would remind the gentleman that there 
are 22 million veterans in the country 
today and only 5 million belong to any 
veteran organizations. I think it would 
be better if more belonged to the organ· 
izations, because they would have more 
strength. At this point I would like to 
commend National Commander Connell 
of the American Legion, and Mr. Mile~ 
Kennedy, his legislative director for 
their untiring efforts to secure the e~act
ment of this legislation. But we repre
sent not only the organized veterans but 
the great mass of veterans who do not 
belong to any organization. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. I under
stand one of the prime planks of the 
various veteran organizations is the pres
ervation of the integrity of our commit
tee, which is the only committee in 
Congress which deals exclusively with 
veterans' matters. 
· Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Oh, 
that is absolutely correct. The Vet
erans' Committee was first formed in 
1924. Before that veterans' legislation 
came from the various committees. In 
1924 the Veterans' Affairs Committee 
was formed to handle veterans' legisla
tion. I became a member of that com
mittee in 1925, so I have watched the 
committee for a great many years. 

Mr. HAGEN of California. I may say 
~o the gentlewoman from Massachusetts 
that this legislation is bipartisan· but if 
_it fails in its enactment, the c;iticism 
will not necessarily be bipartisan. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. No. 
But may I say this: I think every one of 
us will be criticized, whether we be Re
publicans or Democrats. During the 20 
years under a Democratic administra
tion I have fought just as hard as I am 
fighting today to secure the passage of 
legislation. Many of us here have 
'worked until 3 or 4 or 5 o'clock in the 
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morning, at night sessions, trying to 
secure the passage of bills. So while the 
leadership is Republican now, there is 
great responsibility on both sides of the 
aisle on veterans' legislation more than 
anything else, because without them we 
would not be free today, and we owe them 
a duty we can never hope to repay. 

I do not know whether the veterans 
will punish Members for not voting for 
them, but certainly the feeling will be 
very bitter against Members who do not 
vote for them, and, I think, justifiably 
so. I believe the President would sign 
H. R. 9020. I have no reason to think 
he will not. I know he wants economy, 
but in my heart I feel very sure that the 
President would sign H. R. 9020. I do 
not think there is any doubt about that. 

Mr. Speaker, today the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Hospitals, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
KEARNEY], and his subcommittee heard 
Charles N. Collates, commander of the 
department of Massachusetts, of the 
American Legion, on the necessity for 
maintaining the Cushing Hospital at 
Framingham; also Mr. Norman B. Hart
nett, one of the select men of Framing
ham, Mass., appeared with a very fine 
statement, and Congressmen LANE and 
PHILBIN and DoNOHUE appeared for their 
bills. · 

I introduced the bill H. R. 9646, which 
would authorize the retention of the 
Cushing General Hospital as a chronic 
disease hospital and a sort of veterans 
domiciliary. It is not important which 
bill goes through except that whatever 
bill goes through should provide for the 
treatment of chronic diseases and its use 
as a veterans domiciliary. It is greatly 
needed, and I am sure the Members, if 
they will read the testimony which I will 
insert in the REcORD, will be thoroughly 
sure of the necessity for such a hospital 
in Massachusetts. 

We are committed to taking care of the 
veterans, to see that they are hospitalized 
rather than that they die in the streets; 
also that the mentally incompetent must 
be taken care of. We have had some 
suicides and murders because men have 
not been hospitalized in time or because 
they have been put out of hospitals due 
to a shortage of beds. 

Under permission previously granted, I 
insert at this point the statement of Mr. 
Collates: 
STATEMENT BY CHARLES N. COLLATOS, COM• 

MANDER, DEPARTMENT OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
THE AMERICAN LEGION, BEFORE THE HOUSE 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, THURS• 
DAY, JULY 15, 1954 
Madam Chairman and members of the 

House Committee on Veterans' Affairs, as 
department commander of the American 
Legion for Massachusetts, I desire to ex
press my thanks for the kind invitation ex
tended me to appear before you on pending 
veterans legislation as it affects the veter
ans of Massachusetts and New England. 
We in Massachusetts are grateful to you 
members and your outstanding chairman for 
the fine effort you have put forth in behalf 
of our war veterans. To you, especially, 
Mrs. RoGERS, we are grateful for your past 
efforts in behalf of our New England vet
erans, and for introducing H. R. 9646, which 
we believe is very timely. 

H . R. 9646 seeks to retain the former 
Cushing Veterans' Administration hospital 
as a center for domiciliary and chronic cases. 

C--670 

I would like to give you some of the past 
history of this fine hospital. 

Cushing Hospital, which formerly operated 
as a 1,900-bed Army hospital with a large 
paraplegic center, was declared surplus and 
was taken over by the Veterans' Adminis
tration on October 1, 1946, with an author
ized bed capacity of 1,100 beds. The VA 
took over the care of the paraplegic Army 
patients remaining. It operated the hospital 
with a 1,000-bed authorized capacity, and for 
years it operated at maximum capacity, hav
ing a daily patient census well in excess of 
900 patients. It is interesting to note that 
while many of the former military hospitals 
taken over by the VA had difficulty in oper
ating at maximum capacity due to staffing 
problems, Cushing hospital had an outstand
ing record. In reviewing the record of eight 
visitations by our national field service, we 
find that on the first visit, August 30, 1948, 
shortly after activiation of this hospital, of 
31 full-time physicians authorized, there 
were vacancies of only 2 physicians, but on 
the subsequent 7 visitations, extending 
through September 18, 1953, authorized po
sitions for full-time physicians (up to 48) 
were filled and no vacancies present. 

As regards the nursing situation, from the 
first visitation up to the eighth on September 
18, 1953, there was not a single vacancy in 
the nursing service, with as high an authori
zation as 244, except that on the last visit, 
when the hospital was in process of closing, 
there was only 1 nurse vacancy. I doubt if 
there is a Veterans' Administration hospital 
in the country with a better record regarding 
availability of authorized personnel. Like
wise, the hospital had as many as 59 con
sultants and 73 attending physicians, and 
ran a large resident physicians program, up 
to 65. I am mentioning these statistics in 
view of a complaint that in many areas the 
Veterans' Administration experienced diffi
culty in the recruitment of professional and 
other · personneL Here we have a construct
ed hospital, where there would be no diffi
culty in adequately staffing same, to take 
care of veterans who are unable to obtain 
needed hospitalization due to lack of ade
quate facilities. 

With Massachusetts now operating 1 TB, 
3 NP, and 1' general medical and surgical VA 
hospital, we find that large waiting lists of 
certified eligibles still exist in these hos
pitals. As of March 31, 1954, information 
from VA form 10-7371, the monthly report 
of eligible persons not yet admitted for VA 
hospitalization, shows the following in these 
Massachusetts VA hospitals: 

Bedford, Mass., shows 477 psychotic and 
91 other psychiatric, a total of 568. 

Northampton, Mass., shows a waiting list 
of 240 psychiatric cases. 

The new VA hospital at Brockton shows a 
certified waiting list of 67 psychotic, 27 other 
psychiatric, 8 tuberculosis, 3 medical, and 2 
surgical cases, a total of 107. 

The new general medical and surgical hos
pital at Boston shows a waiting list of 115 
psychotic, 12 other psychiatric, 14 neurologic, 
and 2 surgical cases, a total of 143. 

Thus, we see that 1,085 veterans with cer
tified applications are awaiting admission 
to these four veterans' hospitals because beds 
are not available to them. This does not 
take into consideration the large numbers 
of veterans not included in this certified 
list of 1,085 who did not make formal appli
cation for admission after being advised of 
the difficulty in being hospitalized in the 
near future, nor does it include those vet
erans rejected for hospitalizatio~ because of 
chronic conditions with no adequate facil
ities for the care they need. 

It would seem to me that we would be less 
than rnndful of the welfare of our war dis-
abled if the former Cushing VA hospital 

. were released and not utilized by the Veter
aru;' Administration, in the presence of dem
onstrated needs and in view of past expe-

rience that in the Cushing hospital staffing 
difficulties have not been experienced. Cer
tainly we believe it to be wise economy to 
utilize this existing hospital rather than to 
plan for further new construction, if the 
Congress decides to take care of these needy 
and sick veterans. I would also desire to 
stress that Cushing VA hospital can also be 
utilized to take care of needs in nearby 
States where adequate facilities for sick vet
erans do not exist. 

I also want to stress the large number of 
veterans on the certified waiting list with 
neuropsychiatric disabilities. Their chances 
of being admitted in the foreseeable future, 
I am advised, is remote. 

I have been advised by competent medical 
source that many chronic psychiatric cases, 
now being hospitalized under locked-ward 
facilities at the other VA hospitals in Mas
sachusetts, could be classified as nonsecurity 
menta.! cases and could be adequately cared 
for even on nonlocked wards in a place like 
Cushing. The CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD (p. 
5082, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Senate, dated 
Apr. 14, 1954) shows that Senator KENNEDY, 
of Massachusetts, brings out in a reproduced 
letter from a Framingham chapter of the 
Disabled American Veterans that the Gov
ernor of Massachusetts was planning to es
tablish at the former Cushing VA hospital, if 
the State could obtain same "an institution 
for elderly mental patients not requiring 
close confinement." Certainly the VA could 
free much needed occupied beds in the other 
active NP services at existing VA mental 
hospitals for cases of this type and thus make 
available greatly needed beds for the more 
active mental cases un the present certified 
list of eligibles needing locked-ward care 
and close supervision. Also at Cushing 
there are adequate locked-ward facilities for 
the care of such cases found to need close 
confinement. Cushing at times took care 
of over 300 N'P cases while a VA hospital, and 
when closed these were transferred to the 
new GMS hospital at Boston. Our field rep
resentative's report of February 19, 1953, 
shows that on that date the Boston VA hos
pital was taking care of 460 GMS cases and 
235 NP patients. His report contains the 
following: 

"This [Boston VA] hospital opened for 
patients on July 1, 1952. Since its opening, 
6,400 patients have been treated and ap
proximately 2,000 veterans seeking admission 
have been turned down for various reasons. 
On the day of dedication, July 27, 1952, there 
498 patients, many being NP patients trans
ferred from Cushing VA hospital and others 
from West Roxbury." 

This is mentioned to show that Cushing 
has facilities even for the more serious 
mental cases. 

I would like to mention that even with the 
opening of the new GMS hospital at Boston, 
there has been no actual gain in G MS beds 
for the Boston area. Cushing with its 1,000 
operating beds was essentially a GMS hos
pital. West Roxbury, which had a 327-bed 
GMS capacity, in addition to a 55-bed NP 
unit, was converted as of November 1953 to 
151 GMS beds and 153 paraplegic beds. Thus, 
we in Massachusetts sustained a 176 bed loss 
in GMS beds in addition to the losses in 
GMS beds occasioned by the closing of Cush
ing VA hospital and the opening of the new 
Boston GMS hospital. Also, this new GMS 
hospital at Boston has a constructed capacity 
of 940 beds, and as of February 28, 1954 had 
792 of these beds occupied (including the 
NP unit there). Present VA plans based on 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1955 call for 
a 778 average daily bed occupancy as com
pared to an average daily bed occupancy of 
774 from July 1953 to April 1954. Certainly 
this does not appear to be sufficient for the 
needs of the war disabled in Massachusetts. 

One of the greatest shortages in the Vet
erans' Administration and the Nation as a 
whole is in the category of chronic disease. 
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The Annual Report of the Administrator of 
Veterans Affairs for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952 states on page 9: 

"For the most part, veteran patients con
stitute a closed and aging population( char
acterized by a greater frequency of multiple 
disabilities and chronic disorders less amena
ble to treatment, which require longer care." 

Also, on page 17 of this report we find: 
"Not less than 86.8 percent of the beds 

available in VA and non-VA hospitals (for 
VA care) were therefore required for tuber
culosis, psychiatric, and neurological patients 
and for general medical and surgical patients 
whose disabilities were either service-con
nected, permanent and total, or long-term 
requiring hospitalization of more than 90 
days, or whose hospitalization was clearly the 
responsibility of the Federal Government." 

Further, a similar annual report for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1953 states on 
page 14: 

"However, the waiting list for neuropsy
chiatric cases has been increasing generally 
since 1945." 

The same report on page 19 states: 
"The comparison of the most frequent 

diagnostic conditions among discharged 
veterans with different periods of war serv
ice provides a guide for forecasting the 
future composition of the VA patient load." 

These studies indicate the need of provid
ing sorely needed facilities for certain aged 
and infirm mental patients as well as for 
chronic disease of all categories, which could 
very adequately be cared for if Cushing VA 
hospital is retained. The needs exist; the 
facilities do not. 

In addition to being able to provide ade
quate facilities for providing care for chron
ic cases as described, Cushing hospital could 
very well serve the domiciliary needs of New 
England. 

Domiciliary care is the provision of a home, 
with such incidental medical care as is need
ed, for eligible veterans suffering from a 
permanent disability who are incapacitated 
from earning a living and have no adequate 
means of support. 

Prior to 1944 there appeared to be an ade
quate number of domiciliary beds as there 
was then in existence an 1,100-bed domicil
iary at Togus, Maine. In 1944, due to the 
great demand for NP beds, this domiciliary 
unit was discontinued and converted into 
a neuropsychiatric hospital as it was felt 
that there was a greater need for the neuro
psychiatric beds. Since 1944 New England 
has been without a VA domiciliary home. 
As there was need for 1,100 domiciliary beds 
at Togus, Maine prior to 1944, we are unable 
to understand why there is no need for 
domiciliary home beds in the New England 
area since then. We have been advised that 
since the closing of the domiciliary at Togus 
the Veterans Administration has been at
tempting to meet the domiciliary needs of 
the New England area by making available 
four domiciliary centers, namely, at Bath, 
N. Y. (the closest to New England); Dayton, 
Ohio; Martinsburg, W.Va.; and Kecoughtan, 
va. It is further brought out that these 4 
centers report that they are providing 
domiciliary care for only 244 veterans, list
ing residence in the New England States, 
with 154 of these at Bath, N. Y. It is quite 
evident that this small number of domi
ciliary residents from the New England area 
can be accounted for mainly by the distance 
involved in travel of these sick and needy 
veterans, and is no true criterion of the 
existing needs for domiciliary beds in the 
New England area. 

Following the closing of the Togus domicili
ary there was an increase in the number of 
State soldiers homes beds; but even these, 
we understand, were not adequate to meet 
the needs of our war disabled in New Eng
land. Apparently the Veterans' Administra-

tion is cognizant of this fact, that is, that 
the small number of New England veterans 
domiciled is due to distance from their resi
dence. We have been advised that the need 
for accommodations at a point close to place 
of residence is considered "economically im
practical as long as there are existing beds 
within a reasonable distance." We do not 
believe that the centers listed as serving the 
New England area constitute "reasonable dis
tance" for those veterans "sick and broke" 
and with no one to take care of them. It ap
pears that the Veterans' Administration has 
desired to take care of the domiciliary needs 
of the veterans of New England. It is report
ed that at one time they had under consider
ation the utilization of the former Cushing 
hospital for this purpose, but that in view of 
"lack of authority and funds" to operate it as 
a domiciliary facility, the VA declared it 
excess. 

Again I want to stress that this action in 
declaring Cushing excess was not prompted 
by the lack of need but by lack of authority 
and funds to operate Cushing. It is our un
derstanding also that the Bureau of the 
Budget's advice regarding the continuation 
of Cushing as a domiciliary has been un
favorable, apparently only on a basis of re
duction of funds. It is my opinion that the 
amount of moneys involved here is not very 
great, and the amount of good derived in tak
ing care of the chronic cases ·now on the 
waiting list and the domiciliary needs of the 
New England area will far outweigh the rela
tively small funds necessary to continue 
Cushing as proposed in H. R. 9646. 

Again I wish to express my deep apprecia
tion to the chairman and members of this 
committee for their courtesy in hearing this 
presentation, and their abiding interest in 
studying and proposing legislation beneficial 
to the veterans of this country. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the RECORD, or tore
vise and extend remarks, was granted 
to: 

Mr. VuRSELL in two instances. 
Mr. HYDE and to include a statement 

of Mr. HYDE, sent to the chairman of the 
Committee on Public Works, with re
spect to H. R. 9137. 

Mr. RoDINo and to include an editorial. 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 
Mr. WoLVERTON in two instances and 

to include extraneous matter. 
Mr. O'HARA of Illinois in two instances 

and ·to include related matter. 
Mr. BYRD. 
Mr. BENDER. 
Mr. CANNON. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. LECO!'APTE, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 1067. An act to authorize the su
preme Court of the United States to make 
and publish rules for procedure on review of 
decisions of The Tax Court of the United 
States; 

H . R. 1673. An act for the relief of James I, 
Smith; 

H. R. 5578. An act for the relief of Hatsuko 
Kuniyoshi Dillon; 

H. R. 5731. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Interior to construct facilities to 
provide water for irrigation, municipal, do-

mestic, military and other uses from the 
Santa Margarita River, Calif., and for other 
purposes; and 

H. R . 7664. An act to provide for the devel
opment of the Priest Rapids site on the Co
lumtia River, Wash., under a license issued 
pursuant to the Federal Power Act. 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 1276. An act to amend the Bankhead
Janes Farm Tenant Act, as amended, so as 
to provide for a variable interest rate, sec
ond mortgage security for loans under title 
I, and for other purposes; and 

S. 3539. An act to further amend title II 
of the Career Compensation Act of 1949, as 
amended, to provide for the computation of 
reenlistment bonuses for members of the uni
formed services. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 3 o'clock and 23 minutes p. m.) the 
House, pursuant to its previous order, 
adjourned until Monday, July 19, 1954, 
at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu

tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1735. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation entitled "A bill to authorize perma
nent appointments in the United States Navy 
and in the United States Marine Corps"; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

1736. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of the Treasury, transmitting a draft of a 
proposed bill entitled "A bill to amend sec
tion 5240 of. the Revised Statutes, as amend
ed, relating to the examination of national 
banks"; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

1737. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a proposed 
award of a concession contract to Arthur 
F. and Marion J. Lange, doing business as 
the Trading Post, which will, when executed 
on behalf of the Government by the regional 
director, region No. 2, National Park Service, 
authorize them to operate a general store 
and gift shop, and soda fountain and lunch 
counter, in Grand Teton National Park, 
Wyo., for a period of 5 years from November 
1, 1953, pursuant to the act of July 31, 1953 
(67 Stat. 271); to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

1738. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill entitled "A bill for the relief of Hans 
Kuzura"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1739. A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of the Treasury, transmitting a draft of a 
proposed bill entitled "A bill to amend sec
tion 4421 of the Revised Statutes, in order 
to remove the .requirement as to verifying 
under oath certain certificates of inspection, 
and for other purposes"; to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

1740. A letter from the Postmaster Gen
eral, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation entitled "A bill to provide for the pur
chase of bonds to cover postmasters, officers. 
and employees of the Post Office Department, 
contractors with the Post Office Department, 
mail clerks of the Armed Forces, and for 
other purposes"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 
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REPO-RTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB

LIC BILLS Al':lD RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Public 
Works. H. R. 9859. A bill authorizing the 
construction, repair, and preservation of cer· 
tain public works on rivers and harbors for 
navigation, flood control, and for other pur
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 2247). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ARENDS: Committee on Armed Serv· 
ices. S. 22. An act to validate certain pay· 
ments for accrued leave made to members 
of the Armed Forces who accepted discharges 
for the purpose of immediate reenlistment 
for an indefinite period; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2249). Referred to the Commit· 
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. HOPE: Committee on Agriculture. S. 
3245. An act to provide emergency credit; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2250). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. HOPE: Committee on Agriculture. S. 
3697. An act to amend the act of April 
6, 1937, as amended, to include cooperation 
with the Governments of Canada or Mexico 
or local Canadian or Mexican authorities for 
the control of incipient or emergency out· 
break of insect pests or plant diseases; with· 
out amendment (Rept. No. 2251). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. ALLEN of California: Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 
7334. A bill to authorize certain property 
transactions in Cocoli, C. Z., and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2252). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H. R. 8897. A 
bill to authorize and direct the Secretary of 
the Interior to transfer 40 acres of land in 
the Northern Cheyenne Indian Reservation, 
Mont., to School District No. 6, Rosebud 
County, Mont.; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2253). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ARENDS: Committee on Armed Serv· 
ices. H. R. 9302. A bill to permit retired 
members of the uniformed services to re· 
voke elections made under the Uniformed 
Services Contingency Option Act of 1953 in 
certain cases where the elections were made 
because of mathematical errors or misinfor· 
mation; with amendment (Rept. No. 2254). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. REAMS: Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. H. R. 9825. A bill to author· 
ize the Postmaster General to prohibit or 
regulate the use of Government property 
under his custody and control for the park· 
ing or storage of vehicles; without amend· 
ment (Rept. No. 2255). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. LECOMPTE: Committee on House Ad· 
ministration. S. 1654. An act to amend the 
act entitled "An act to provide for a method 
of voting in time of war, by members of the 
land and naval forces absent from the place 
of their residence," approved September 16, 
1942, as amended; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2257). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H. R. 7813. A 
bill authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to adjust or cancel certain charges on the 
Milk River project; with amendnrent (Rept. 

No. 2258). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ALLEN of Dlinois: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 639. Resolution 
for consideration of H. R. 8896, a bill to 
amend the mineral leasing laws to provide 
for multiple mineral development of the 
same tracts of the public lands, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 2263). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. REED of New York: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H. R. 8932. A bill to re· 
classify dictaphones in the Tariff Act of 1930; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2264). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. REED of New York: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H. R. 9666. A bill to 
amend section 1001, paragraph 412, of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, with respect to hard· 
board; with amendment (Rept. No. 2265). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. ARENDS: Committee on Armed Serv· 
ices. H. R. 9804. A bill to authorize the 
appointment in a civilian position in the 
Department of Justice of Maj. Gen. Frank 
H. Partridge, United States Army, retired, 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2248). Referred to the Commit· 
tee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 4866. A bill for the relief of George S. 
Ridner; with amendment (Rept. No. 2256). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary. 
House Concurrent Resolution 254. Concur· 
rent resolution favoring the granting of the 
status of permanent residence to certain 
aliens; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2259). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Miss THOMPSON of Michigan: Committee 
on the Judiciary. H. R. 3869. A bill for the 
relief of Gilbert Elkanah Richards, Adelaide 
Gertrude Richards, and Anthony Gilbert 
Richards; with amendment (Rept. No. 2260). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 6762. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Irm· 
gard (Chr~pko) Broughman; with amend· 
ment (Rept. No. 2261). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici· 
ary. H. R. 9671. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Fa-chi Ling Wang and Eileen Wang; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 2262). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as fo1lows: 

By Mr. VORYS: 
H. R. 9910. A bill to amend section 413 (b) 

of the Foreign Service Act of 1946; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ABERNETHY: 
H. R. 9911. A bill to amend the United 

States Cotton Standards Act and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BEAMER: 
H. R. 9912. A bill to provide for the issuance 

of a special postage stamp in commemora· 

tion of the 75th anniversary of the first elec· 
trically lighted city in the world, Wabash, 
Ind.; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. BENTSEN: 
H. R. 9913. A bill to convey by quitclaim 

deed certain land to the Brownsville Naviga· 
tion District of Cameron County, Tex.; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H. R. 9914. A bill to declare that the United 

States holds certain lands in trust for the 
Rosebud Sioux Tribe of the Rosebud Reserva· 
tion in the State of South Dakota; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: 
H. R. 9915. A bill declaring the Communist 

Party and similar revolutionary organiza
tions illegal; and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: 
H. R. 9916. A bill to amend section 5 (a) 

of. the Federal Trade Commission Act with 
respect to certain unfair methods of com· 
petition in connection with the sale of manu· 
factured products; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H. R. 9917. A bill to amend section 5 (a) 
of the Federal Trade Commission Act with 
respect to certain unfair methods of com· 
petition in connection with the sale of motor 
vehicles; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. LOVRE: 
H. R. 9918. A bill to change the name of 

Gavins Point Reservoir back of Gavins Point 
Dam to Lewis and Clark Lake; to the Com· 
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. MILLS: 
H. R. 9919. A bill to release and quitclaim 

an rights and .tnterests of the United States 
in certain real property to Newport, Ark.; to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

H. R. 9920. A bill to release and quitclaim 
an rights and interests of the United States 
in certain real property to Walnut Ridge, 
Ark.; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

By Mr. REED of Illinois: 
H. R. 9921. A bill to amend section 709 of 

title 18, United States Code, so as to protect 
the name of the Federal Bureau of Invest!· 
gation from commercial exploitation; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. REED of New York: 
H. R. 9922. A bill to authorize the Secre· 

tary of the Treasury to prescribe regulations 
relating to qualifications of persons who as· 
sist taxpayers in the determination of the 
Federal tax liabilities, and for other pur. 
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Texas: 
H. R. 9923. A bill to provide that the provi· 

sions of the Natural Gas Act shall not apply 
to the sale of natural gas, as an incident of 
its production and gathering, by an inde· 
pendent producer not engaged in the inter· 
state transmission of natural gas; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign. Com· 
merce. 

By Mr. SHORT: 
H. R. 9924. A bill to provide for family 

quarters for personnel of the military de· 
partments of the Department of Defense and 
their dependents, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H. R. 9925. A bill to increase the efficiency 

of the Coast and Geodetic Survey, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer· 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. YOUNG: 
H. R. 9926. A bill to provide for the stock· 

piling of surplus agricultural commodities 
for civil defense purposes; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois: 
H. J. Res. 560. Joint resolution to authorize 

the Commissioners o! the District of Co· 
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lumbia to promulgate special regulations for 
the period of the American Legion n ational 
convention of 1954, to authorize the grant
ing of certain permits to the American Le
gion 1954 Convention Corp. on the occasion 
of such convention, and for ot her purposes; 
to the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia. 

H. J. Res. 561. Joint resolution to authorize 
the quartering in public buildings in the 
District of Columbia of troops participating 
in activities related to the Amercan Legion 
national convention of 1954; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. O'NEILL: 
H. Con. Res. 255. Concurrent resolution to 

express the sense of Congress with respect 
to the admission of Chinese Communists to 
the United Nations; to the Committee on 
Foreign Aifa irs. 

By Mr. JAVITS: 
H. Res. 635. Resolution for ext ension of 

greetings to the Gold Coast and Nigeria; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mrs. KELLY of New York: 
H. Res. 636. Resolution providing a code 

of fair procedure for the committ ees of the 
House of Representatives; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

PRIVATE Bn.LS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CRETELLA: 
H. R. 9927. A bill for the relief of Luzie 

Biondo (Luzie M. Schmidt); to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JAVITS: 
H. R. 9928. A bill for the relief of Dlonlslos 

Ravanis; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. O'NEILL: 

H. R. 9929. A bill for the relief of Vasilios 
Liakopoulos; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROONEY: 
H. R. 9930. A bill for the relief of Vito 

Recchia; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SADLAK: 

H. R. 9931. A bill for the relief of Dr. and 
Mrs. Henri Revilliod; to the Committee on 
tha Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHUFORD: 
H . R. 9932. A bill for the relief of the Dixie 

Novelty Co.; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H. R. 9933. A bill for the relief of Gerasl
mos Athanase Haberis; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIEMINSKI: 
H. R. 9934. A bill for the relief of Rodrigo 

D. Brito Peres; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WIDNALL: 
H R . 9935. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Emma Isabel Butler; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BURDICK: 
H. Res. 637. Resolution providing for send

ing to the United Stat es Court of Claims 
the bill (H. R. 6242) for the relief of the 
West Coast Meat Co. of Hayward, Calif.; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANE: 
H. Res. 638. Resolution providing for send

ing to the Unit ed States Court of Claims the 
biil (H. R. 5813) for the relief of Jacksonville 
Garment Co.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS. ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petit ions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

1101. By Mr. WOLCOTT: Pet ition of Wil· 
liam Swayze, Lapeer, Mich., and 86 ot hers, 
relative to H. R. 1227, a bill to prohibit the 
transportation in interstate commerce of 
advertisements of alcoholic beverages, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1102. Also, petition of Henry Levasseur, 
Mount Clemens, Mich., and 15 others re
questing that H. R. 4596, a bill to grant a 
pension of $100 per month to all honorably 
discharged veterans of World War I who 
are over 62 years of age, be enacted into law; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

1103. By the SPEAKER: Petit ion of the 
chairman, Hawaii Statehood Commission, 
Honolulu, T. H., relative to a special meet
ing held June 24, 1954, at Honolulu, that, 
wit h t he profoundest respect and sorrow for 
the m emory of its lost leader, Joseph R . 
Farringt on, the Commission implore the 
United States Congress to quicken action 
on Hawaii's statehood bill; to t he Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1104. Also, petit ion of Daniel B. Maher, 
State of Maryland, relative to filing a peti
tion for redress of grievance in behalf of 
Clyde L. Powell, who is a resident of the 
State of Missouri; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

1105. Also, petition of the president, Pub
lic Power and Water Corp., Trenton, N. J., 
relative to an affidavit in support of mo
tion and petit ion for impeachment, Public 
Power and Wat er Corp. against Hon . Herbert 
Brownell, Jr., Attorney General of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Let's Not Deceive Ourselves 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ROBERT C. BYRD 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 1954 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Speaker, the Red 
tide sweeps on in Asia while Western 
diplomacy continues to parry and obvi
ously tries to compromise with the men
ace of Communist imperialism. 

Having secured the rich Red River 
Delta under their belts, a prize awarded 
to them by voluntary French with
drawal, the Communists are now sweep
ing on toward Hanoi. It is not a pleasant 
thing, Mr. Speaker, to read of Ameri
cans and other civilians fleeing with an 
alacrity that suggests panic at Hanoi, 
and of course there are increasing signs 
that a Red fifth column awaits only the 
signal to spring into action inside the 
city. 

Soon, we are told, the battle for Hanoi 
will begin. Judging by the resistance 
that has been offered thus far to the on
rushing Reds, this is not a very cheering 
prospect. The Communist offensive 
against this important city comes at a 
time when the French Government at 
home is at what appears to be a per
petual crisis, and the disposition of 
Western diplomacy seems to be to make 

a gift of a large part of Vietnam to the 
Reds. 

We might do well to pause and ponder 
what the recent French withdrawal from 
the Red Delta in Tonkin, Vietnam, 
meant. Without the firing of a shot, the 
Reds were handed a territory embrac
in~ some 1,600 square miles, and given 
control over some 2% million of people. 
This region is a rich agricultural belt, 
but, more than this, the action handed 
over free peoples into Bamboo Curtain 
slavery-that is what it amounts to on a 
practical basis no matter how anyone 
tries to sugar-coat the bitter pill. 

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, a deal is 
being rigged l'ight now at Geneva where 
"peace" for Indochina is being framed by 
"statesmen," statesmen who are bent on 
coexisting with communism and who 
will endeavor to legitimatize this selling 
out of millions of souls to Red tyranny. 
Mr. Dulles has already been importuned 
to get back to Geneva so that the pres
tige of the United States may be utilized 
to give an air of respectability to this 
newest and latest sellout to commu
nism. 

I ask you, Mr. Speaker, does any sen
sible, right-minded person believe for a 
second that anyone is going to be fooled 
by all the high-sounding platitudes that 
will be used to cover up this latest chap
ter of appeasement? Does anyone be
lieve for a moment that the actions of 
Americans fleeing Hanoi will be lost on 
Asia's teeming millions as the West suf-

fers the loss of face once more? No. 
When the people of the world see what 
is going on at Hanoi, they will be won
dering when it will be Saigon's turn, and 
how long it will be before Tokyo becomes 
the target for an all-out Communist 
drive. 

That is the logical course of events, 
Mr. Speaker, in view of the West's soft 
policy toward Communist aggression. 
All of these objectives I have outlined 
are but station stops on the Communist 
drive for world conquest. What a pity it 
is that, in the face of such brutal evi
dence, statesmen of the West-men who 
should know the ways of aggression and 
especially the wiles of the Communist 
plunderer-continue to delude them
selves that this way of abject appease
ment is the road to peace. What monu
mental folly, Mr. Speaker. What moral 
blindness. What dangerous policy. 

I wonder how many of our so-called 
Western "statesmen" stop to realize that 
in a world threatened by an atomic 
armament race the potentials of Asi~n 
resources far outstrip those of the West
ern World. Let us look to our maps, 
consult our geography, note the rich 
natural resources of Asia, and speculate 
upon the almost unlimited manpower of 
the East; then let us speculate, grimly, if 
you please, upon what will be the bal
ance of power if, in our poverty of pol
icy, we allow the Asian Continent to 
come wholly under Communist rule. 
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The first point in an intelligent, rea

listic approach to the global threat pre
sented by Communist imperialism must 
be the realization that coexistence with 
communism can only be achieved upon 
Communist terms, and this represents 
victory for the Communists by default. 

Secondly, no matter what the Com
munists pretend in the way of coexist
ence with the West, they do not them
selves believe coexistence to be possible, 
for they are committed to the proposi
tion that it is a matter of historical ne
cessity that Marxism must eventually be 
triumphant over the West. So, when 
the Communists talk of coexistence they 
are merely using it as a pretext for a 
breather so as to gain time to digest 
their gains and get prepared for the next 
forward push. 

Thirdly, in our diplomatic approach 
to the problem, we must realize that a 
political-moral chain reaction follows 
each and every single set of appease
ment toward communism. An action in 
any one place in the world of public af
fairs is followed by political reaction 
everywhere else throughout the world. 
Japan, the bastion of the free world's 
defense in the East, is watching 
closely every development in Indochina. 
So, too, are Malaya, Burma, Indonesia, 
Thailand, and Pakistan and Iran-all 
of these states feel the political tremors 
as the Red storm breaks over Asia. 
Continued appeasement of Russian im
perialism can only react to our ultimate 
sorrow. 

Finally, we deceive ourselves at our 
own peril. We cannot embrace evil and 
hope to dwell in peace and security with 
it. 

Mr. Speaker, I offer these suggestions 
for the West, and I comrr~end them to 
the attention of Western diplomats in 
the hope that the free world may arouse 
it~elf from the torpor of delusion and 
the sweet gas of appeasement before it 
is too late. It is even now well beyond 
the 11th hour. 

Tribute to William J. Jernick, Newly Elect
ed Grand Exalted Ruler of the Benevo
lent and Protective Order of Elks 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 1954 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, the Be
nevolent and Protective Order of Elks of 
the United States of America is favored 
in many respects. But our order appears 
to be especially favored in the unim
peachable character and outstanding 
qualifications of the men who are willing 
to devote a year of their lives to serve 
as Grand Exalted Ruler. We were more 

-than fortunate at the recent Los Ange
les grand lodge session in the unani
mous choice of William :J. Jernick, of 
Nutley, N. J., as chief executive for the 
ensuing year. 

It is not strange that the Order of 
Elks was attracted to such a man or that 
the order appealed to him as offering a 
wide field for useful endeavor. His elec
tJon to grand exalted ruler climaxes 
Jernick's 20-some years of membership 
in the Elks. He joined Nutley Lodge in 
1934, and 5 years later was its exalted 
ruler. Then in 1940, he became presi
dent of the New Jersey Sta te Elks Asso
ciation. He entered the grand lodge by 
appointment to the activities commit
tee, of which he became chairman. 
Further grand lodge service included 
grand treasurer and grand trustee. 

Eighty-six years have passed since a 
small group of inspired men took the vir
tues of charity, justice, brotherly love, 
and fidelity, and bound them into the or
ganization of the Benevolent and Protec
tive Order of Elks. The order has grown 
from the modest to the magnificent and 
has increased from a parlor group to 
1,122,803 members. 

Under Bill Jernick's inspiring guidance 
we may turn our faces to the future, 
knowing our splendid traditions will be 
upheld and that the order will expand 
its sphere of usefulness to mankind. The 
guidance we can expect is well illustrated 
in William Jernick's acceptance speech 
at Los Angeles. After urging Elks and 
all Americans to plan their thinking and 
living toward the preservation of our 
freedom against the threat of commu
nism, Jernick stated: 

If this world had more respect for divine 
guidance, it might have less need for guided 
missiles. 

A charming wife and daughter-Mrs. 
Betty Duffy, of Honolulu-constitute the 
distaff side of the Jernick family. Two 
sons are Elks, Dr. Robert H. Jernick and 
William J. Jernick, Jr. 

Bill Jernick is a resident and former 
mayor of. Nutley, N.J. As an executive 
of the Thomas Edison Co. in Belleville, 
N. J., he is devoted to his work in the 
battery division as assistant vice presi
dent in charge of production. He has 
found time to give unselfishly to com
munity interests and has established 
himself in the confidence and esteem of 
his fellow townsmen, as evidenced by the 
following editorial from the July 8, 1954, 
issue of the Nutley Sun: 

PRIDE IN A GOOD NEIGHBOR 

Nutley can but feel a warm glow of extreme 
pride in the election this week of former 
Mayor William J. Jernick to the office of 
grand exalted ruler of the Benevolent and 
Protective Order of Elks. His election is one 
of those one-in-a-million tributes because 
the Elks' membership now surpasses 1,125,000. 

The national fraternal society recognized 
early in Jernick exactly the same qualities 
of integrity, honesty, endeavor, and ability 
which we, here in Nutley, recognized when 
time after time we elected him as our mayor. 
His record at the head of our town admin
istration was outstanding and by his tem
perate leadership, his calm, fair, and fearless 
guidance of the town commission, he estab
lished our municipal government on a high 
standard of honest efficiency. 

For the next year Bill Jernick will travel 
the land because one of the duties of his 
office is to visit as many lodges as possible. 
Wherever he goes, he can but add to the 
prestige of Nutley. It is with a great deal of 
pride and happiness that Nutley will join 
in a "welcome home, Bill" :fiesta in the oval 

on July 24 for his is a personality which 
makes only friends, no enemies. To all of 
us he is our good friend, our good neighbor. 

R.E.H. 

Red China Has No Right to Membership 
in the United Nations 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHARLES A. \VOLVERTON 
OF NEW JERS EY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 1954 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, 
there is no basis of right or justice that 
entitles Red China to membership in the 
United Nations. On the contrary, there 
is every reason why it should not be 
admitted as a member. 

The history of Red China has been 
one of war. Its hands are stained with 
blood. Its entrance into the Korean 
war prolonged hostilities and resulted 
in the unnecessary shedding of the blood 
of good American boys. Nearly 150,000 
casualties in the ranks of our Army in 
Korea can be charged to it. And today 
Red China is giving aid and support to 
the fighting that is raging in Indochina. 
What a record on which to base a claim 
of right to admission to the United Na
tions, the fundamental purpose of which 
is to promote peace. 

Even the most casual reading of the 
purposes of the United Nations destroys 
any right of Red China to membership 
in it. Observe the following taken from 
the charter of the United Nations: 

Article 1 spells out the purposes for which 
the United Nations has been organized-

To maintain international peace and se.· 
curity, and to that end: to take effective 
collective measures for the prevention and 
removal of tlueats to the peace, and for the 
suppression of acts of aggression or other 
breaches of the peace, and to bring about by 
peaceful means, and in conformity with the 
principles of justice and international law, 
adjustment or settlement of international 
disputes or situations which might lead to a 
breach of the peace; 

To develop friendly relations among na
tions based on respect for the principle of 
equal rights and self-determination of peo
ples, and to take other appropriate meas
ures to strengthen universal peace; 

To achieve international cooperation in 
solving international problems of an eco
nomic, social, cultural, or humanitarian 
character, and in promoting and encourag
ing respect for human rights and for fun
damental freedoms for all without distinc
tion as to race, sex, language, or religion; 
and 

To be a center for harmonizing the actions 
of the nations in the attainment of these 
common ends. 

Article 2 imposes rules of conduct upon 
the members: 

The organization is based on the principle 
of the sovereign equality of all its members. 

All members, in order to insure to all of 
them the rights and benefits resulting from 
membership, shall fulfill in good faith the 
obligations assumed by them in accordance 
with the present charter. 

All members shall settle their interna
tional disputes by peaceful means in such a. 
manner that international peace and secu
rity, and justice, are not endangered. 
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All members shall refrain in their inter
national relations from the threat or use 
of force against the territorial integrity or 
political independence of any St ate, or in 
any other manner inconsistent with the pur
poses of the United Nations. 

All members shall give the United Nations 
every assistance in any action it takes in 
accordance with the present charter, and 
shall refrain from giving assistance to any 
state against which the United Nations is 
taking preventive or enforcement action. 

Mr. Speaker, measured against there
quirements laid down in the charter, the 
Chinese Communists do not meet the 
standards prescribed for membership in 
the United Nations. They have shown a 
consistent disregard for fundamental 
human rights, they have degraded the 
dignity of persons, and they have oblit
erated the rights of individuals. Free
dom has been stifled; intolerance has 
been substituted for tolerance. 

In the international field the Chinese 
Communists have not only refused to 
assist the United Nations in its action 
taken i.i.'l accordance with the charter 
against aggression in Korea; they have 
participated in the aggression. This is 
not alone the judgment of the United 
States. It is the considered conclusion 
reached by an overwhelming majority of 
the General Assembly. A regime that 
has been held to have violated the char
ter cannot plead that it meets the stand
ards necessary to hold a seat in an or
ganization pledged to support that very 
charter. Indeed to seat the Chinese 
Communists would only qualify them 
for expulsion. Article 6 states that--

A member of the United Nations which 
has persistently violated the principles con
tained in the present charter may be ex
pelled from the organization. 

To accord representation to a regime 
that is unable or unwilling to discharge 
its international responsibilities would 
make a mockery of the very principles 
that led to the creation of the United 
Natioi13. It would violate both the letter 
and the spirit of the charter. 

The moral and legal issues involved 
in this question are not in conflict with 
the practical issues. The United States 
and the United Nations are engaged in 
hostilities against the Chinese Commu
nists. To give them a permanent seat 
on the Security Council equal in weight 
to that of the United States and the 
other permanent members, would en
hance their prestige, give courage to 
their sympathizers, and weaken those 
who are resisting Communist aggression 
from without and Communist subjuga
tion from within. It would imply an 
acceptance of their permanent conquest 
of China and give them an air of re
spectability. All of this is in contradic
tion to the judgement already expressed 
by the members. 

The consequences of seating the Chi
nese Communists would be disastrous. 
It would be a reward to the enemies of 
the United Nations and of the United 
States. The prestige of the organization 
would suffer irreparably no less than 
that of the members who are fighting to 
uphold its principles. 

The United States has vigorously op
posed efforts to seat the Chinese Com
munists in the United Nations at each 

of the approximately 150 times that this 
question has been raised since 1950. 

The administration under President 
Eisenhower has been alert at all times to 
the danger inherent in admitting Com
munist China into the United Nations. 
On July 7, of the present year, President 
Eisenhower in answer to questions ad
dressed to him at his press conference 
replied in a manner to leave no doubt 
of his unqualified opposition. He said: 

I am completely and unalterably opposed 
under the present situation to the admission 
of Red China into the U. N. I personally 
think that 95 percent of the population of 
the United States would take the same stand. 
Now let's take a look at this thing for a 
minute, if you will bear with me. There is 
a moral question, first of all, that is involved. 
The United Nations was not established pri
marily as a supergovernment clothed with 
a 't of the authority of a supergovernment 
and of great power to do things. It was, 
among other things, an attempt to marshal 
the moral strength of the world in order to 
preserve peace, to make certain that quarrels 
were composed through a decent respect for 
justice and fairness and right, and to see 
whethe\- we couldn't avoid resort to force. 
Now, today we have Red China going to 
Geneva and instead of taking a conciliatory 
attitude toward anything, it excoriated the 
United Nations. As a matter of fact, in Ge
neva it demanded repudiation of the United 
Nations position. On top of that, Red China 
is today at war with the United Nations. 
They were declared an aggressor by the 
United Na tions in the Assembly. That situ
ation has never been changed. They are oc
cupying North Korea; they have supported 
this great effort at further enslavement of 
the peoples in Indochina; they have held 
certain of our prisoners unjustifiably and 
they have been guilty of the employment of 
the worst possible diplomatic deportment in 
the international affairs of the world. Now, 
how can the United States as a self-respect
ing nation, doing its best and in conformity 
with the moral standards as we understand 
them, how can we possibly say this country 
should be admitted or this government 
should be admitted to the U. N.? That is 
the way the case stands now, and that is my 
position. 

• • • • 
We went into the United Nations under 

treaty forms. Now, I must say first, if the 
United States ever reaches the point that it 
wants to repudiate solemn treaty obligations 
it must do so after the most careful delibera
tion and study of all of the consequences 
that could be involved. Secondly, I repeat, 
the establishment of the United Nations was 
an effort to rally the moral forces of the 
world. I don't see how in all conscience the 
United Nations-! don't see how any state, 
impartial state, can vote for their acceptance 
under present conditions-! don't under
stand it. 

This firm statement by the President 
as well as others by the Secretary of 
State and by Members of both Houses of 
Congress appear to have borne fruit. 
Within the past few days one of our ma
jor allies that seemed to be giving strong 
support to Communist Chinese repre
sentation in the United Nations has ad
vocated a more cautious and realistic 
approach. 

To further substantiate the strong po
sition that has been taken by our Gov
ernment, I draw attention to the letter 
of Thruston B. Morton, Assistant Secre
tary of State, dated July 8, 1954, ad
dressed to Han. ROBERT B. CHIPERFIELD, 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 

Affairs of the House of Representatives, 
in which he sets forth the policy of the 
United States Government. It reads as 
follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washi ngton, July 8, 1954. 

The Honorable ROBERT B. CHIPERFIELD, 
Chai rman, Committee on Foreign Affai rs, 

House of Representati ves. 
DEAR MR. CHIPERFIELD: Pursuant to our 

telephone conversation of July 7, the Depart
ment of State submits the following com
ments on House Joint Resolution 286 which 
provides that if the Communist regime of 
China "should be admitted to the United 
Nations or any of the specialized agencies 
referred to in article 57 of the United Nations 
Charter, the United States Government 
should reexamine its policy regarding the 
United Nations or the specialized agency, as 
the case may be, and its membership 
therein." 

This Government firmly opposes the seat
ing of representatives of the Chinese Com
munist regime in the United Nations and the 
specialized agencies. The President re
affirmed this policy as recently as July 7. 
United States representatives in meetings of 
the United Nations and the specialized agen
cies are actively carrying out this policy. 
They will continue to do so. In addition, 
the considered and firm policy of this Gov
ernment has been made clear to other 
friendly governments beyond the possibility 
of any misunderstanding, and we will con
tinue to reiterate our views whenever re
quired. We believe that this course of action 
offers tl::.e best prospect for the continued 
achievement of our basic policy objective. 

If representatives of the Chinese Commu
nist regime should be seated in the United 
Natio ~ or any of the specialized agencies, 
it is axiomatic that we would reexamine our 
policy regarding the organization concerned, 
in the light of the circumstances then exist
ing. However, we would not think that the 
policy we have in mind would be promoted 
by any congressional action which seemed 
to take it for granted that the Chinese Com
munist regime would in fact be seated in 
the various organs of the United Nations. 

Sincerely yours, 
THRUSTON B. MORTON, 

Assistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State). 

I am in full accord with the attitude 
our Government has taken in its oppo
sition to Communist China. I shall vote 
in favor of the resolution-House Reso
lution 627-now under consideration by 
the House and which reads as follows: 

Resolv ed, That the House of Representa
tives reiterates its opposition to the seating 
of the Communist regime in China as the 
representative of China in the United Nations 
or any of its specialized agencies and sup
ports the President in his expressed deter
mination to use all means to prevent sucb 
representation. 

Question of the Week 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. GEORGE H. BENDER 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 1954 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, can any
body tell us what "peaceful coexistence" 
means to Moscow? 
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Public Laws 404 to 423, Inclusive 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BARRATT O'HARA 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 1954 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
by unanimous consent, I am extending 
my remarks to include the repor ts to my 
constituents covering Public Laws 404 to 
423, inclusive, as follows: 
THIRTY-FIRST REPORT ON LEGISLATION OF THE 

83D CONGRESS 
DEAR FRIEND: As the 83d Congress con

tinues t h e drive toward a n expected adjourn
ment around month-end the number of 
House Members who have answered all roll
calls (including quorum calls) h as been re
duced from 9 (of 435) at the close of the first 
session to 4 at the present time. I am happy 
that good fortune has permit ted your Rep
resentative to remain on the list. I thought 
you would wish it that way. 

The number who have answered an calls 
in the 1953-54 sessions, I am told, is the low
est in the modern history of the Congress, 
due amon g other good and valid reasons to 
the President's congression al luncheons and 
the trips to Nevada to witness at omic ex
plosions. Important commit tee assignments 
at hom e and abroad necessarily caused others 
to miss some rollcalls. 

Begining where we left off, here are the 
new laws o.? the land: 

PUBLIC LAW 404 

S. 2761, irrigation costs: This is legislation 
to take care of hardship cases in connection 
with the Hermiston and West Extension irri-

• gatiori. districts in Oregon. I found the facts 
interest ing; I think you will. 

Operation of the Hermiston unit started 
in 1908. Total repayments on the $2,573 ,000 
cost h ave been little more than $300,000. 
The west extension unit was opened in 1917. 
Cost was $1,137,000; repayments have totaled 
$86,000. Reason: because of soil conditions, 
lands reverted to their original condition, 
covered with sagebrush and greasewood; 
farmers just could not raise crops to meet 
required repayments. 

Public Law 404, similar to other laws in 
like situations, adjusts scale of repayments 
to gear with land productivit y. The origi
nal act provided for an amortization period 
of 40 years, later extended to 50 years. Pub
lic Law 404 further extends the period to 
163 years. At the end of that period slightly 
less than half a million dollars additional 
repayments will have been made on both 
projects, leaving Uncle Sam to hold the bag 
for close to $3 million. Proving, I would 
say, that all the millions that go into irri
gation do not come out in fertile acres. 

The overall record of repayments on irri
gation projects in the 17 States where lo
cated is reported as good. Some have re
turned to the Federal Government 100 cents 
on the dollar, others have gone almost com
pletely sour. This of interest to you since 
you contribute to the Federal tax dollars 
that foot the bill when miscalculations and 
overzeal in the planning result in later busts. 

Also you will take local interest and pride 
that under the direction of Gordon Clapp, 
M. A. (University of Chicago) in the case 
of TVA not only has the repayment sched
ule been met, but payments are far in ad
vance of a schedule requiring complete re
payment in 40 years. Furthermore, TVA is 
returning a 4- to 5-percent yield on the 
money invested by the Federal Government. 
That University of Chicago's M.A. in this in
stance means "money ahead" for Uncle Sam 
and you, his taxpaying nieces and nephews. 

PUBLIC LAW 405 

S. 2773, mail distribution from motor 
vehicles: Envisioned in this law is a future 
with a post office on motor wheels driving 
up to your doorstep with your morning mail. 
At present t h ere are 133 highway post offices 
dist r ibut in g m a il en route in rural short
haul areas. But existing law prohibited 
their operation where adequate railroad fa
cilities were available. Public Law 405 
lea ves it to the discretion of t he Post master 
General. Immediate expansion of the 
mot or-vehicle service is in prospect, at first 
in substitut ion of branch-line r ailroads 
which eit her h ave gone out of existence or 
have greatly reduced train service. If it 
works, the post office on wheels in big cities 
like Chicago is among the possibilities. 

The railway postal clerks and other postal 
workers are wa tching the development with 
some apprehension. I was present at a 
meeting of railway post al clerks in Chicago 
when an accredited represent ative of the 
Postmaster General stated it was the 
though t of his department ultimately to use 
the railroads only in long-haul operations, 
ot herwise motors and aircraft . The railway 
postal clerks have rendered a long and hon
ora ble service to the Government. It is only 
fair that in any innovations in the n a me of 
progress, economy, and efficiency due re
spect be shown their right in seniority. 

In voting for Public Law 405 it was on the 
assurance that its administration in the lim
ited area planned would not be permitted 
to trespass upon the rights of present postal 
workers. 

PUBLIC LAW 406 

S . 3090, Falcon Dam on the Rio Grande: 
Falcon Dam, 75 miles from Laredo, Tex., is a 
joint multiple-purpose project of the United 
States and Mexico. It was completed in 
1953. This year when devastating floods de
stroyed 1,500 homes and did vast damage 
around Laredo the huge reservoir of the dam 
(storing flood waters for future dry seasons) 
completely protected the area south of La
redo on both sides of the border. 

The project includes one power plant. 
Two additional plants, one on the Ameri
can side, one on the Mexican, are near com
pletion. Cost: $47 million, divided equally 
between the two Governments. The power 
plants, interconnected, will generate 250 
kilowatt-hours annually, subject to equal 
division. 

Public Law 406 provides for the transmis
sion and disposition (under the Secretary 
of the Interior) of our share of this power. 
Rate schedules will cover cost of production 
and amortization of Uncle Sam's investment. 
Protection against a grab by a private com
pany is in this provision: "Preference in the 
sale of such power and energy shall be given 
to public bodies and cooperatives." 

Here is a strengthening illustration of how 
two governments can work together in a 
joint adventure contributing to the economic 
development of both countries and in the 
end realizing the full return of invested 
capital. 

PUBLIC LAW 407 

S . 3524, temporary appoint ments in Navy: 
During the Korean emergency title III of the 
Officer Personnel Act of 1947 relating to the 
advancement of junior naval officers was sus
pended. Now the Navy plans to go back to 
that act. Public Law 407 clears the way by 
classifying some 17,750 naval officers pro
moted since June 30, 1951, under another act 
as having been promoted under title III. 
Passed by consent. 

PUBLIC LAW 408 

S. 3446, West Point: This authorizes the 
needed rehabilitation of two barracks at the 
West Point Academy. 

PUBLIC LAW 409 

H. R.107. Fort Buford, N. Dak.: By rea
son of this legislation the North Dakota State 
Historical Society will take over part of the 

site of Fort Buford (trading post in 1774) to 
restore it to the likeness of old days when 
troops rode from its enclosure to do battle 
with hostile redskins. Its proposed restora
tion follows a popular nationwide trend re
sulting from auto touring and the love of 
Americans to visit spots of interest in our 
national history. 

THIRTY-SECOND REPORT ON LEGISLATION OP 
THE 83D CONGRESS 

DEAR FRIEND: Continuing where we left 
off, here are the new laws of t he land: 

PUBLIC LAW 410 

H. R. 2226, naval civilian employees: This 
repeals an old la w ( 1902) under which ci
vilian employees of the Navy serving over
seas were paid salaries from date of vessel's 
departure from and arrival at United States 
ports. Hereafter they will be paid as all 
other Government overseas employees, from 
date of leaving their actual homes and ar
rival at work sites, and vice versa on return. 
Passed by consent. 

PUBLIC LAW 411 

H. R. 8487, census of manufactures: This 
is a good illustration of how the fir st session 
of the 83d Congress (1953) made a false 
showing of economy. 

By law a census of manufactures, minerals, 
and other businesses is required every 5 years 
after 1949. That made one due in 1954. But 
the Congress, to make a paper showing of 
economy, f ailed to include it in the appro
priations for 1953, when the work had to be 
done. 

Public Law 411 authorizes the extension of 
the time for the census from 1954 to 1955. 
Result: the money saved one year will be 
spent the next. 

PUBLIC LAW 412 

H. R. 6328, Hawaii: Hawaiian Organic Act 
prohibits any exchange of public lands ex
ceeding 40 acres in area or $5,000 in value. 
So when the Territory [to encourage citizen 
farmers and to consolidate its own holdings] 
wished to swap 288 acres of public lands near 
Waimea for Citizen Smart's 308 acres, Public 
Law 412 (authorizing the trade) was neces-
sary. 

PUBLIC LAW 413 

H. R. 2849, Hawaii: In 1936 the Federal 
Government gave to the Territorial govern
ment of Hawaii some 9 acres at Kahului ex
clusively for use as a public park. No resi
dences nearby, there is no demand for a 
park. But business of the port has boomed 
and there is presently a demand for addi
tional storage and shedded area for increased 
shipping. Public Law 413 makes the 9 acres 
available for that purpose by removing the 
park restriction. 

PUBLIC LAW 414 

H. R . 5913, second-class mail matter: This 
simplifies the handling of postage on news
papers and periodicals by repealing an obso
lete law (39 U. S. C. 286) requiring the man
ual affixing of stamps. It will save work and 
expense for both the postal service and the 
publishers. 

PUBLIC LAW 415 

H. R. 5831. Hawaii: Territorial Legislature 
of Hawaii petitioned the Congress for this 
legislation authorizing the Hawaiian Homes 
Commission to exchange lands under its con
trol for other public lands of equal value. 
The Commission makes homesteads available 
to native Hawaiians up to 5,000 acres a year. 

PUBLIC LAW 416 

H. R. 5833, Hawaii: Another law for the 
Hawaiians. It authorizes the exchange of 
public lands for private lands needed as the 
sites for new public schools. 

PUBLIC LAW 417 

H. R. 6888, Hawaii: Still another Hawaiian 
measure. This provides for the lease to na
tive Hawaiians of irrigated pastoral lands in 
lots of from 40 to 100 acres. 
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PUBLIC LAW 418 

H. R. 6800. Hawaii again: When the Legis
lature of Hawaii extended an electric light 
and power franchise on the island of Kauai 
it had to come to the Congress (under the 
organic act) for approval. Public Law 418 
0. K.'s the act of the legislature. 

PUBLIC LAW 419 

H. R . 8092. Philippines: Under Public Law 
419 n ationals of the Republic of the Philip
pines coming to the United St ates as traders 
and investors will be issued nonimmigrant 
visas on the basis of a reciprocal agreement 
granting similar privileges to our n ationals. 

PUBLIC LAW 420 

H. R. 6655, education of the deaf: 
Columbia Institution for the Deaf was in

corporated by Congress in 1857. It consists 
of Gallaudet College, the only college in the 
world exclusively for deaf students, and 
Kendall School, an elementary and second
ary school for the deaf. Although not a 
Federal instrumentality, it largely is sup~ 
ported by Federal appropriations and by 
law 1 Member of the Senate, 2 of the 
House serve or. its board of directors. 

Public Law 420 changes the name to Gal
laudet College (after Rev. Thomas Hopkins 
Gallaudet, 1787-1851, a clergyman who 
established the first school for the deaf in 
America) . It also provides a new charter 
under which the board of directors will 
have full authority in curriculum and other 
matters similar to that usually exercised 
by the boards of private and State uni
versities. The objective is to make Gallaudet 
College adequate to give the advantages of 
higher education to applicants from all sec
tions of the country who have no other 
place to receive college training. With new 
facilities and improved teaching personnel, 
as plann€d, the college is expected to have 
a standing sufficiently high to become 
accredited. 

This is the character of legislation I 
especially am happy in supporting with the 
vote you have delegated me to cast for you. 

PUBLIC LAW 421 

H . R. 8044, Philippines-hospitalization of 
vet erans: Part of the expense of taking care 
of hospitalized veterans of the Philippine 
Army who served with the Armed Forces of 
the United States in World War II is borne 
by the United States. A hospital, now under 
construction, was made possible by a $22,-
500,000 gra nt from our Government. Public 
Law 865 of the 80th Congress ( 1947-48) 
authorized an annual appropriation of $3,-
285,000 to aid the Philippine Government in 
the care of the veterans. Public Law 421 
of this Congress, passed by the House by 
consent, extends this authorization another 
5 years. 

PUBLIC LAW 422 

S. 1794, care of demented Indians: This 
authorizes the payment to the South Dakota 
State Hospital for the Insane of $8,124 for 
care of demented Indian patients. Through 
inadvertence authority for hospitalization 
had not been cleared previously through the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, as required, hence 
the necessity for another law. Passed by 
consent. 

PUBLIC LAW 423 

S. 2654, stone quarry in District of Colum
bia: In 1898 the District of Columbia pur
chased 17 acres in nearby Maryland for a 
stone quarry. It has been abandoned for 
years. Public Law 423 gives the District 
Commissioners the go-ahead in sell1ng it at 
public auction to the highest bidder. It 
required a law of Congress. 

Cordially and sincerely, 
BARRATT O'HARA, 

Member of Congress. 

Echo Park Dam-Too Much Heat and Not 
Enough Light 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. A. L. MILLER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 1954 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak
er, it is often said that a little knowledge 
is a dangerous thing. I know this is true 
in the field of medicine-it must be true 
in other problems facing Congress. 

The Interior and Insular Affairs Com
mittee, of which I am chairman, is often 
bombarded with the pros and cons of 
arguments on niany subjects that seem 
to carry more heat than light. Emotions 
are easily aroused whenever you discuss 
the subject of conservation. 

I have always been a firm believer in 
the fact that if the people know the 
truth, they seldom make a mistake. I 
believe knowing the truth will make you 
free. In that spirit I submit certain 
questions and answers that have been 
frequently asked on the subject of the 
Echo Park Dam in the upper Colorado 
River Basin. As chairman of the com
mittee which is handling this legislation, 
I have tried to maintain a constructive 
and objective view of this problem. 

I have been convinced of one thing
water is the lifeblood of many commu
nities. With no water, there can be no 
development of industry or population. 
I am also convinced that one of the big
gest wastes of the resources in this coun
try is the permitting of water to run to 
the ocean without first being used over 
and over for power, irrigation, and do
mestic or industrial use. Communities 
live or die, grow or remain the same be
cause they either have plenty of water 
or not enough water. 

Mr. Speaker, I am convinced it is 
time for Members of Congress to talk 
about the new wealth coming from ir
rigation projects and the proper use of 
water instead of how much the projects 
cost. Water put upon thirsty land pro
duces new wealth, new industry, and, of 
course, new taxes to help Uncle Sam 
meet the needs of a growing, dynamic 
country. 

Very few quarrel over the many bil
lions of dollars which are spent for flood 
control, river and harbor navigation; 
and agriculture conservation programs. 
What does it cost Uncle Sam-nearly 
$7% billion. This is more than 4 times 
the amount spent on irrigation and re
clamation during the past 50 years. The 
total cost of navigation and conservation 
programs is also a sizable amount. 

I might remind my colleagues that not 
1 cent of this money is returned to the 
Federal Treasury. However, Federal 
money invested in irrigation and recla
mation is returned to the Treasury. 
Federal money invested to generate 
power as incidental to irrigation is re
turned to the Treasury with interest. 

I do not oppose appropriating money 
for flood control, conservation, and navi
gation. for they. like irrigation and 

reclamation, are a vital program of keep
ing our country strong and prosperous. 

Those who fail to interpret the new 
jobs, the new homes, and the new wealth 
which comes from irrigation and recla
mation are destitute of imagination. 
Rather than seeing our country grow 
and prosper, they would prefer to see it 
remain the same. 

The Upper Colorado River Basin is one 
of the last major reclamation projects 
which remains ur.developed. It has been 
found to be economically feasible and 
the power and water to be made avail
able by its development is critically 
needed throuchout the entire area. 

Now, as to the questions on the Echo 
Park Dam: 

1. Question. Will the Echo P ark Dam de
stroy or flood the Dinosaur National Monu
ment? 

Answer. No. The Echo Park Reservoir will 
occupy only 9 percent of the monument 
area, and this is confined to the bottoms of 
the canyons that are 3,000 feet deep. Thus, 
even at the dam site, inspirational values 
remain relatively unimpaired. The total 
effect is not to destroy inspirationa l values 
since there are literally hundreds of miles 
o l deep colorful canyons remaining in the 
Colorado River country. 

2. Question. Do the dams "invade" the 
monument and violate national park rights 

Answer. No; the Dinosaur National Monu
ment was enlarged to include the Green and 
Yampa Rivers in 1938. Two years earlier 
in 1936, Park Service officials promised resi
dents of the area, both in Utah and Colorado, 
that the enlargement of the Monument 
would not interfere with the development 
of power and water projects in the river 
canyons. Good faith requires that these 
promises be kept. 

3. Question. Will the construction of pro
posed darns in Dinosaur National Monument 
doom wilderness areas in America to ex
tinction? 

Answer. In its present State only about 
3 percent of Dinosaur National Monument 
is accessible to the general public. The re
maining 97 percent is unseen and unknown 
to the traveling public as a whole. 

Construction of the proposed dams, with 
their resultant lakes and safe waterways, 
will make the major features of the monu
ment accessible to the public and still pre
serve large areas as untouched wilderness. 

After construction of both Split Moun
tain and Echo Park Dams only 11 percent of 
the monument area will be inundated, leav
ing 8 percent in its present native stat e. 

In the more than 150 national parks and 
monument areas of the United States are 
preserved wilderness regions nearly as large 
as the State of Maine. Canadian national 
parks preserve an area larger than Scotland 
or nearly 30,000 miles. The national forests 
of the United States preserve nearly 20 mil
lion acres of wilderness. State parks pre
serve additional thousands of acres. Besides 

. all these vast wilderness regions, hundreds of 
thousands of square miles of untamed nature 
"run wild" outside these restricted areas. 

Pioneers have struggled and died to tame 
a small percentage of this boundless area 
in order that the frontiers of civilization 
might be advanced. A few needed darns 
should not be looked upon as a national 
calamity. They are a means of securing hard 
won frontiers and pave the way for expand
ing populations. They provide the means 
for meeting acute human needs of these ex
panding populations. 

4. Question. Is it true that the Dinosaur 
National Monument belongs to all the people 
of the United States, and, that, therefore, 
it cannot be used? 

Answer. No. Admittedly, under its status 
as a national monument, it does belong to 
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citizens of the United Str.tes. However; op
ponent;> of Echo Park Dam derive from this 
the absurd notion that it may no.t be used 
by local families thirsting for its waters in 
a d esert area. Use of the monument for 
wat er-storage purposes was definitely prom
ised a t t he time of its enlargement. Faith 
in and reliance on this promise has been 
demonst rated by (1) uncontested water fil
ings in volving dams near the Split Moun
tain and Echo Park damsites made in 1939 
after the monument enlargement; (2) per
mission granted to the Bureau of Reclama
tion engineers to make surveys and core 
d r illings of the damsites within the monu
ment; (3) testimony of local Utah and Colo
rado citizens before the Secretary of In
t erior in 1950 and at. hearings before Com
mittees of Congress early in 1954; and (4) 
letters, testimony and expressions of high 
officials of the Department of Interior of both 
the previous and present administrations. 

This moral commitment to the people 
must be kept. 

5. Question. Will the Echo Park Dam cost 
the taxpayers money? 

Answer. No. Funds used to build the 
dams are good investments by the Federal 
Government. All costs of Echo Park Dam 
are repayable together with interest on the 
power investment. Power revenues will 
also aid in paying for irrigation features of 
participating projects, after which millions 
of dollars per year will fiow into the General 
Treasury of the United States. 

6. Question. Do these dams mean Federal 
control and violate the principles of pri
vate enterprise? 

Answer. No. On the contrary, the dams 
will encourage private enterprise by pro
viding water and power for agriculture, 
municipal, and industrial use. Representa
tives of both private and public enterprise 
heartily support them. 

7. Question. Will boating, now enjoyed by 
the general public, be destroyed? 

Answer. No. The risky, rapids-shooting 
now possible on some stretches of the river 
is expensive and dangerous, and, is, there
fore, not available to the general public. 
After completion of Echo Park Dam, a beau
tiful still-water reservoir for safe and eco
nomical boating will be enjoyed by great 
numbers of people instead of by just a select 
few. 

8. Question. Why should Echo Park Dam 
be constructed? 

Answer. Because-
(a) It is so located as to capture the wa

ters of two rivers, the Yampa and the Green. 
(b) It is needed to fulfill interstate com

pact obligations. 
(c) It reduces water losses to a minimum. 
(d) It is more efficient than any proposed 

alternatives. 
(e) It will open up and stimulate the de

velopment of a vast recreational area now 
virtually closed to the general public. 

9. Question. Are alternate damsites out
side the monument just as good? 

Answer. No. Many years of investigations 
by competent engineers have shown that 
there are no alternate sites or combination 
of sites that will provide the necessary river 
regulation, low cost power within reach of 
upper basin load centers, and a minimum of 
water loss by eva poration. "Alternate sites" 
being proposed are not substitutes for Echo 
P ark because they, themselves, are integral 
p ar t s of the overall plan of development of 
the basin and will be needed in addition to 
Echo P ark in due course. 

10. Question. Are increased losses of water 
by evaporation from proposed alternative 
reservoirs of little consequence as claimed 
by opponents to Echo Park Dam? 

Answer. Any losses of water that can be 
prevented are of creat consequence in an area 
which never will have a sufficient supply to 
adequately develop its natural resources. 
Even the most rabid opponents of Echo Park 
Dam admit that their proposed alternatives 

Involve an increased loss of water sufficient 
to care for the acute domestic water needs 
of 200,000 people. Are these people of little 
consequence? 

11. Question. Will the lower Colorado 
Basin States and California be hurt by the 
building of the Echo P ark Dam? 

Answer. No. Holding the excess waters 
back during a rainy season should make more 
water available instead of less. There is a 
contract to supply 75 million acre-feet of 
water over a 10-year period at Parker Dam. 
Holding back this extra water will make this 
possible. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I am con
vinced that the building of this dam will 
attract many thousands of people instead 
of a few hundred. Roads will be built to 
make the place accessible. We, who 
have visited the Hoover Dam area, real
ize there would be no attraction now 
unless the dam had been built to hold 
the water back and make it more acces
sible to the millions who may now enjoy 
this area. 

There are hundreds of canyons in the 
Rocky Mountain region which are unex
plored that nature lovers can still enjoy. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe it is in tlie inter
est of our America of tomorrow to de
velop such areas a::; the Echo Park Dam. 
A growing country must not falter in de
veloping and preserving for future gen
erations the assets that it possesses. 

To Assist Local Communities in Building 
Modern Industrial Plants in Labor .. 
Surplus Areas 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. DeWITT S. HYDE 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 1954 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, under per
mission granted, I insert in the CoNGRES
siONAL REcoRD a statement which I sent 
to the chairman of the Public Works 
Committee with respect to H. R. 9137, 
a bill to authorize Federal loans to assist 
local communities in building modern 
industrial plants in labor-surplus areas. 

The statement follows: 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 2, 1954. 

Ron. GEORGE A. DONDERO, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: May I take this op
portunity to request action on H. R. 91:..7, a 
bill to authorize Federal loans to assist local 
communities in building modern industrial 
plants in labor-surplus areas. 

I have a labor-surplus area in rrry congres
sional district, namely Allegany County. 
This community has been listed as a distress 
area for some time and is urgently in need 
of new industry. There is a large surplus 
of highly skilled labor in this community 
which can and should be utilized by some 
progressive industry. 

It has been my experience that in a com
munity the size of CUmberland, Md., the 
procurement of sufficient capital to provide 
the required facilities is a major obstacle in 
attracting new industries. I believe that 
this bill offers an excellent solution in over-

coming this financial obstacle. We know 
that when hardship areas such as Cumber
land are given a boost, they react to the ben
efit of other areas; hence, there should be 
no objection to the bill. 

The only change we suggest in the bill is 
a provision to insure that proper recogni
tion be given the local industrial develop
ment groups without any Federal interfer
ence of appointment. I think it should also 
be made clear in the bill that a new indus
try would not have to be located within the 
city limits of the city which is recognized 
as eligible for assi~::.tance , but that such a 
new development could be located at least 
within a reasonable radius of the city limits. 

I shall appreciate it if the Public Works 
Committee could consider this bill as 
promptly as possible. With kind regards, I 
am 

Sincerely, 
DEWITT S. HYDE, 

Notice of Further Consideration by Com .. 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com .. 
merce of Health Reinsurance Plan of 
President Eisenhower-It Is Not Dead 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15. 1954 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
am convinced from the response that has 
come from all over the Nation that the 
people are back of President Eisenhow
er's demand, that Congress provide a 
health plan of insurance that will en
able the people to obtain adequate in
surance, both as to coverage and rates, 
and that will enable them to meet the 
high cost of present day medical and 
hospital care. 

The President's plan had a setback 
in the House on Tuesday of this week. 
I agree with the President that it was 
only a temporary delay. The bill is a 
well considered and carefully worked 
out plan. It has no element of social
ized medicine in it. It is simply a plan 
to encourage insurance companies to ex
pand the coverage of their present poli
cies by including long-term illnesses, 
such as cancer, heart disease, tubercu
losis, and other diseases as against which 
there are no available policies issued at 
this time by any insurance companies. 
Health insurance of this kind will help 
families to carry the terrific costs that 
must be met in these so-called long-term 
illnesses. The costs are so burdensome 
today, even as to the ordinary illness as 
distinct from long-term illness, that it 
wrecks the financial structure of the 
average family. 

This bill is entirely voluntary in char
acter. There is no element of compul
sion, hence in no way socialistic in char
acter. It does not even have within it 
anything that would tend to, or lead to, 
socialized medicine. 

It is purely and simply an insurance 
bill. It is drawn along lines of good 
insura:qce principles. It has the en
dorsement of many of the outstanding 
insurance executives of the Nation who 
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met in consultation with President Eisen
hower, and, likewise, it has the support 
of the most substantial insurance com
panies in the country. 

The opposition of the American Medi
cal Association to the bill was without 
any justifiable basis whatsoever. In fact, 
it had the support of some of the most 
outstanding and forward looking physi
cians in the Nation. It in no way was 
detrimental to the best interests of any 
practicing physician. In fact it-\ would 
be of vast help to their profession. The 
insurance policy would provide funds 
from which physicians' fees and hospital 
and other medical charges would be paid. 
·wherein does this interfere either with 
rights of the physician or the right of 
patients to have a free choice of physi
cian? Instead of a detriment it would 
be a great benefit to the physician. It 
is for these reasons, namely, absence of 
any form of compulsion, and an assur
ance that money would be available to 
pay fees and carry the usual medical 
costs, that physicians who have studied 
the plan are in favor of it. The only 
physicians who indicated opposition are 
those who have not read the bill, or who 
have been willing to follow blindly the 
unfounded, untruthful, and deceptive 
propaganda that has been put out by 
selfish interests who are opposed for 
other than justifiable reasons. 

It is time that the members of the 
American Medical Association took a 
look at the proposed legislation which 
is a part of President Eisenhower's 
health program-a program that has 
been and is being worked out with the 
greatest care by the efficient and capable 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Oveta Culp Hobby. 

The American Medical Association 
that comprises 140,000 out of 220,000 
physicians throughout the Nation is a 
:fine and worthwhile organization with 
ethics of a high order. For this reason 
it should not permit a few executives . at 
the top to assume to speak for the rank 
and file of the membership. It has been 
evident to me many times, and, in many 
ways by personal conversation with 
practicing physicians, and otherwise, 
that the pronouncements and propa
ganda in the name of AMA did not rep
resent the views of the great body of 
fine physicians, members of the organi
zation and otherwise, who have in the 
past and will continue to render in the 
future noteworthy and beneficial serv
ice to our people. The opposition of 
AMA to anything and everything that 
has been proposed by way of additional 
facilities and otherwise, for the health 
benefits of our people, is not in accord 
with the progressive spirit that has 
driven the medical fraternity to greater 
and greater heights and achievements. 
It is time that physicians study for 
themselves the plans and programs of 
this administration to improve the 
health and welfare of our people. This 
administration and each of us who are 
a part of it are keenly aware of the need 
that exists today, and, we are deter
mined to prevent socialized medicine 
even getting a foothold, and, further
more, we believe we can meet and solve 
the existing need in a truly American 
way that recognizes the American prin ... 

ciple of free enterprise and freedom of 
choice-reinsurance health. 

The bill which the American Medical 
Association through its executive offi
cers has opposed does nothing more than 
recognize and make effective in the field 
of medicine the same principle that un
derlies the Federal Deposit Insurance 
law that guarantees bank deposits, the 
law that guarantees loans of Federal 
Housing and the many other similar 
laws. It is a well recognized and estab
lished principle not only in Government, 
but, also in the everyday transactions 
in commercial and industrial activities. 
All such have worked satisfactorily. So 
would the President's . reinsurance bill, 
designed to encourage the writing of 
health policies that will cover the ills 
of mankind and help our people meet 
the staggering cost incident to illness. 

Yesterday, July 14, 1954, President Ei
senhower expressed, at his press con
ference, his views on the subject of his 
Reinsurance Health Plan. He left no 
doubt of his conviction that it is a good 
law and that he will continue his fight 
for its enactment, notwithstanding the 
temporary setback that it had in the 
House of Representatives on last Tues
day. 

I include the remarks that President 
Eisenhower made on the above occa
sion. They are as follows: 

Ladies and gentlemen, in the campaign I 
made two promises that have to do with the 
health of the American people. I said, first, 
that I was opposed to socialized medicine 
and would use every single attribute and in
fluence of the Presidential office to defeat 
any move toward socialized medicine. 

I also said in talking about the great de
ficiencies in medical care in this country 
and particularly for people who can't afford 
the expensive type of service that is now 
available to us in our best hospitals, that 
something must be done. 

We were going to study ways and means to 
bring better medical care to the rural areas 
and bring good and fine medical care within 
reach of the average household budget. 
This is what we have been trying to do. 

I am sure that the people that voted 
against this bill just don't understand what 
are the facts of American life. 

I don't consider that anyone lost yesterday 
except the American people. There is noth
ing to be gained, as I see it, by shutting our 
eyes to the fact that all of our people are 
not getting the kind of medical care to 
which they are entitled. 

I do not believe there is any use in shut
ting our eyes to the fact that American peo
ple are going to get that medical care in 
some form or other. As I say, I am the last 
one to believe that the answer lies in social
ized medicine, and I am trying to provide a 
plan. If they want to amend the plan or 
to perfect it in some way, to go ahead; but 
when the opponents of the plan get up in 
the House and say that this is only an effort 
of the Republicans to redeem our campaign 
promise, I plead guilty. 

Of course I am trying to redeem my cam
paign promises, and I will never cease trying. 

This is only a temporary defeat. This 
thing will be carried forward as long as I am 
in this office. 

It is the duty of everyone, Members 
of Congress, and individual citizens also, 
to support this noble effort of our Presi
dent to improve the health of the Na
tion, and make possible the means that 
will enable our people to carry the cost 
of illnes in a less burdensome way than 
now prevails~ 

To the end that the bill shall have 
continued and further attention it is my 
intention to bring it again before the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce of the House on Tuesday, 
next, July 20, 1954. 

The plan is good. It deserves to live 
and not die. 

The Mexico High School Dixie Grays Band 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CLARENCE CANNON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 1954 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the happy features of the annual con
vention of the Lions International, meet
ing this year in New York City, was the 
invitation extended to high-school bands 
in various parts of the country to att~nd 
and participate in the convention pro
gram. 

Among the bands which received the 
coveted invitation was the Dixie Grays 
Band, the famous high-school band of 
Mexico, Mo. 

The band is under the experienced 
leadership of Mr. John Willer, band di
rector of the music department of the 
high school. The trip is sponsored by 
the Lions Club of Mexico in cooperation 
with the State Lions organization, and 
is financed by the Lions with the aid of 
the Band Mothers-Club, the A. P. Green 
Fire Brick Co., and the Mexico Refrac
tories Co~ The trip is under the capable 
direction of Mr. Robert H. Finley, for
mer mayor of Mexico and vice president 
and general manager of the Northeastern 
Missouri Greyhound Lines, Inc., and 
adheres to a split-second schedule 
throughout. 

The party, accompanied by Director 
and Mrs. Willer, Mr. and Mrs. R. C. 
Romdall, and Mr. and Mrs. Richard 
Kinne as chaperones, left Mexico the 
morning of July 4 and arrived in New 
York City July 6, where it played in 
Madison Square Garden for the opening 
of the Lions International convention 
and participated in the huge parade of 
July 7 down Fifth Avenue. 

Most of the States of the Union were 
represented in the 30-block-long parade 
which also included bands from Alaska, 
Australia, Bermuda, the Bahamas, Can
ada, China, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador, 
Hawaii, British Honduras, Costa Rica, El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nica
ragua, Panama, Bolivia, Chile, Portugal, 
Puerto Rico, Samoa, Sweden, Switzer
land, West Indies, Tangier, and Vene
zuela. 

The vast meeting, so efficiently timed 
and directed, served as a remarkable 
example of international cooperation 
and emphasized the worldwide interest 
in music and the cultural training of 
the young people of all lands in student 
organizations. 

The band completed its New York 
schedule July 8 and is now en route home 
and is sightseeing in Washington today, 
where it is being entertained by Senator 
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SYMINGTON and the Senator's adminis
trative assistant, Mr. Stanley R. Fike. 

The personnel of the band and those 
accompanying it include: Rose Tratchell, 
Betty Martin, Donna Davis, Marilyn 
Morris, Linda Crump, Margaret Dickey, 
Nancy Harper, Judy Cooper, Dorothy 
Allen, Doris Harelson, Marjorie Farrah, 
Marjorie Merry, Judy Oiler, Barbara 
Durham, Jennie Norfleet, Mary Margaret 
Smith, Patsy Bonnell, Shirley Smith, 
Pricilla Aird, Donna Sapp, Betty Wray, 
Betty Payne, Glenda Mcintire, Patsy 
Neal, Nina Harris, Marietta Tinsley, 
Warren Marinaccio, John Ferris, Hadley 
Stacey, Russell Sword, Jim Harrison, 
Gerald Keithley, John Precht, Charles 
Knox, Ronnie Curtis, James Clark, Jerry 
Romdall, Charles Inlow, Rogers Adams, 
John Bollinger, Kenneth Walker, Jim 
Kennedy, Richard Phillips, Ronnie Hen
derson, Larry Woodson, Larry Davis, Ned 
Dermody, Howard Hinze, Larry Nieder
gerke, Gordon Pitts, Donald Lot ton, Ron
nie Sapp, Larry Harvey, Donald Bonney, 
Carl Altrogge, Merril Gates, Larry 
Kaizer, James Breneman, Jerry Shay, 
C. J. Phillips, Delbert Clark, Donald 
Smith, Kit Bond, John Hopkins, Jim 
Grainge, Olan Tratchell, Gary Singleton, 
Jim Atkinson, Donald Ayres, Bill Young, 
Ronald Hampton, Donald Hampton, 
Mr. and Mrs. John Willer, Mr. and Mrs. 
R. c. Romdall, and Mr. and Mrs. Richard 
Kinne. 

Farm Surplus Legislation 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHARLES W. VURSELL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 1954 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
farmers of the Nation will be glad to 
know that we recently passed the sur
plus-property disposal bill-5. 2475-
which will increase the sale of our sur
plus farm commodities to foreign coun
tries and help to relieve the depressing 
effect of farm surpluses overhanging the 
farmers' market. 

The bill authorizes the President to 
use a $1 billion revolving fund over the 
next 3 years to increase the sale of sur
plus farm commodities to foreign coun
tries, and, when necessary, to accept local 
currencies of other nations, and also to 
barter farm commodities for strategic 
materials needed for the United States. 

This legislation also permits the Presi
dent to use $300 million in the 3 years to 
furnish emergency assistance on behalf 
of the needy people of the United States, 
and to the free peoples of other nations, 
in order to meet famine and urgent relief 
requirements. 

Thus, we are trying to dispose of a 
minimum of $1,300,000,000 or more 
of surplus farm commodities now owned 
and stored by the Government. 

This legislation should greatly increase 
sales and exports of agriculture commod
ities to foreign nations. It will help to 
remove the roadblock of trade between 
the United States and other free nations 

by making it possible to accept their cur
rencies during the period when they are 
short of American dollars. We, in turn, 
can use their currency with other nations . 
in payment for import goods to our coun
try or in payment for some of our mili
tary operations in foreign countries. 

It further provides that these surplus 
farm products can now be sold on the 
world market, which is some less than 
our export prices, and it should greatly 
help in selling more farm products to the 
nations of the world. 

This practical emergency approach in 
the interest of the farmers is the most 
advanced step yet any Congress has made 
to increase our export and sale of sur
plus products ahroad. It is bound in 
time to be of great benefit to the farmers, 
as it will reduce our very large surpluses 
of farm products that are costing the 
Government tremendous sums for stor
age, and are depressing, here at home, 
farm prices. 

Public Laws 424 to 436, Inclusive 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. BARRATT O'HARA 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 1954 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
by unanimous consent, I am extending 
my remarks to include my report on 
Public Laws 424 to 436, inclusive, to my 
constituents in the Second District of Illi
nois, as follows: 
THIRTY-THmD REPORT ON LEGISLATION OF THE 

83D CoNGRESs 
DEAR FRIENp: Continuing where we left 

off: 
PUBLIC LAW 424 

S. 2657; unlicensed practice in District: 
Another District of Columbia measure, in
creasing the penalties for the unlicensed 
practice of the healing art. 

PUBLIC LAW 425 

S. 3050, tobacco marketing penalty in
crease: Tobacco growers asked Congress to 
crack down on cheaters who produce above 
their quotas while benefiting from price 
stability maintained by farmers who do co
operate. Public Law 425 increases to 50 per
cent (of the market price) the penalty on 
marketing in excess of quotas. 

PUBLIC LAW 426 

S. 2225, revested public lands in Oregon: 
This will interest you if I can tell it briefly. 
In 1866 Congress gave a generous land grant 
to the Oregon & California Railroad. In 
1916 it revested the unsettled portion. This 
included 472,000 acres, all timberland, part 
within the boundaries of the national for
ests, and managed to conform with the per
petual sustained-yield program. Since 1925 
there has been a jurisdictional dispute be
tween the Department of Agriculture and 
the Department of the Interior, now happily 
terminated by Public Law 426. The lands 
will continue to be administered by the Na
tional Forest Service, but receipts will go 
into a special fund, 25 percent covering cost 
of administration, 75 percent going to 18 
Oregon counties. The law conforms with a 
1954 decision of the United States Court of 
Appeals (D. C.) directing a payment of $7 
million in accumulated funds to the fortu
nate counties of ()regan. 

PUBLIC LAW 427 

S. 1004, rehabilitation of ex-convicts: This 
will permit the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia under proper circumstances to 
employ deserving ex-convicts for whom the 
Board of Parole with dimculty is seeking em
ployment in its rehabilitation program. 

PUBLIC LAW 428 

. H. R. 8583, appropriations for executive 
omces: Appropriation measures will be cov
ered in a separate and later report. 

PUBLIC LAW 429 

H. R . 1005, Fort Union National Monument, 
New Mexico: Old Fort Union, part of the 
glory of old Of the Santa Fe Trail when the 
Great Southwest was growing up, is deteri
orating rapidly, due to the elements, grazing 
cattle and other causes. Public Law 429 pre
serves the ruins of the historic fort by the 
establishment of a national monument. 
The Union Land and Grazing Co. will donate 
the land (1,000 acres) and the State of New 
Mexico will build and maintain a highway. 
Touring automobilists, jot down. 

Old Fort Union is linked with the names 
of such heroes as Kit Carson, U. S. Grant, 
Robert E. Lee, Phil Sheridan, Longstreet. 
From 1851 to 1891 many young lieutenants . 
fresh from West Point were broken in at Fort 
Union. 

PUBLIC LAW 430 

H. R. 3097, study of grape culture: For use 
exclusively for agricultural research (grape 
culture) Public Law 430 conveys to the Uni
versity of California 20 acres of land in Napa 
County, Calif. 

PUBLIC LAW 431 

H. R. 2566, termination of Contract Settle
ment Act: This was signed by the President 
on June 28, 1954. It provides a cutoff date 
180 days thereafter for filing of claims under 
the Contract Settlement Act of 1944, a meas
ure waiving formal and technical defects in 
war contracts. 

PUBLIC LAW 432 

H. R. 3986, International Peace Garden: 
This increases the authorized appropriation 
for the International Peace Garden in North 
Dakota (2,100 acres on the American Cana
dian international boundary near the geo
graphical center of North America) from 
$100,000 to $200,000. The peace garden is 
maintained by the North Dakota State His
torical Society as a memorial to the peace
ful relations between the peoples and Gov
ernments of the two countries. Canada 
bears its share of the cost. 

PUBLIC LAW 433 

H. R. 6173, Southern Ute Indian Trail: 
Southern Ute Tribe of Indians in Colorado, 
numbering 540 persons, have $5,900,000 on 
deposit, settlement for tribal lands taken 
over by the United States. Public Law 433 
authorizes, among other things, a $1,000 per 
capita payment under the jurisdiction of 
the tribal council to enable the tribal mem
bers to improve and make more profitable 
their small farms. 

PUBLIC LAW 434 

H. R. 8357, %-bushel basket: House
wives, please note. Public Law 434, 
urged by some fruitgrowers, legalizes a new 
size basket, one with a content of three
eighths of a bushel. Previously among the 
sizes legal under the Standard Container 
Act of 1928 there was an eighth bushel, a 
quarter, and a half bushel. Congressman 
PETER MAcK, JR., of Illinois, a member of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, made a gallant but unsuccessful 
fight in committee and on the fioor of the 
House against this measure. I voted with 
MACK. The difference between a three
eights bushel basket and one with a half
bushel content would not be readily de
tected. Advice to the housewives in the 
Second District: Keep your eyes open; Pub
lic Law 434 has legalized a size with which 
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you have not been familiar. A bad law, I 
think. I am glad to have the opportunity 
m these reports of forewarning you; makes 
the labor entailed seem worth while. 

PUBLIC LAW 435 

H. R. 8456, Memorial Hospital at Gulfport: 
This conveys to the city of Gulfport, Miss., 
for use in the Memorial Hospital the dis
pensary of the Gulfport Naval Training Sta-, 
tion no longer needed by the Armed Forces. 

PUBLIC LAW 436 

H. R. 8933 Coosa River development: It is 
said that the Coosa River in Alabama and 
Georgia is the second greatest undeveloped 
waterway in America. In 1945 the Rivers 
and Harbors Act provided a comprehensive 
plan for the development of the river by the 
United States Army Engineers. But Congress 
continued year after year to drag its feet in 
the way of necessary appropriations, just as 
it has been doing with Calumet-Sag. 

Public Law 436, introduced by all Ala
bama Members of Congress including Sen
ator SPARKMAN, permits private capital (Ala
bama Power Co.) to step in and do the job 
at an expenditure of $100 million under the 
jurisdiction of the Federal Power Commis
sion and checking by the Corps of Army 
Engineers. 

The company first will build a flood
control dam, then other dams for hydro
electric power. Some, including your Rep
resentative were fearful of the measure as a 
dangerous precedent; finally reluctantly 
acquiesced because (a) immediate need of 
power for industrial growth and (b) bill had 
support of outstanding friends of TVA in 
both bodies. 

Imports of Foreign Oil 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. C!IARLES W. VURSELL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 15, 1954 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, unless 
action is taken by the Congress or some 
power is exerted by the executive de
partment of the Government, we will 
add to the present surplus of farm com
modities a supply of oil commodities, 
and, in fact, have a tremendous surplus 
of oil commodities on hand now. 

Time has proven that we should have 
passed legislation when it was before 
the last session of Congress to limit oil 
imports that are flooding the Nation, 
causing us to cut back and to continue 
to cut back our domestic productive 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, JULY 16, 1954 

(Legislative aay of Friday, July 2, 1954) 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a.m., on 
~he expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev.. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Lord God Almighty, early in the morn
ing our song shall rise to Thee. Only 
when our vision is cleansed and cor
rected by far horizons can we see the 
transient in the light of the everlasting. 
Without a sense of Thy presence in this 

capacity, and at the same time crowding 
our storage capacity, which has brought 
about a situation where the pipelines 
are reducing their purchase of oil, in 
some instances, by 30 percent, which 
has caused a reduction of crude oil, in 
some instances, of 12 cents per barrel, 
and is throwing out of work thousands 
of men in southern Illinois and the 
Nation, many of whom will have to re
vert to unemployment compensation. 
Their earning power is stopped, and 
with it the taxes the Government would 
receive if these men could remain em
ployed. 

This condition has been brought about 
by a few American oil companies bring
ing in oil from the Middle East and 
other places, which is working a great 
hardship on the small independent 
operators as well as doing great damage 
to the economy of the various States 
and the Nation. 

In 1949 imports of foreign oil aver
aged about 784,000 barrels a day. That 
is as much oil as should be permitted 
to come into this country daily at the 
present time, yet, these imports have 
increased to one million barrels of for
eign oil a day. 

It is the responsibility of the Congress 
and the executive department to use 
whatever means they have to reduce 
foreign oil imports at the earliest pos
sible date, to a reasonable level. 

Mr. Speaker, these excess imports have 
created a very serious condition in the 
oil industry in the entire nation. I have 
in my hand two telegrams recently re
ceived which I am including in the 
RECORD. These will give you some idea 
of the condition that has been brought 
about among the independent oil pro
ducers in my State of Illinois, and may I 
say, this same condition is present in 
Indiana, Kentucky, and generally ~.mong 
the independent producers, and major 
producers as well, throughout the 
Nation: 

MoUNT CARMEL, ILL., July 21, 1954. 
Hon. CHARLES W. VURSELL, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The independent oil producers of Illinois 
met spontaneously this week at Fairfield, 
Ill., alarmed and much disturbed over the 
recent cutback or proration and reduction 
of price by two of the largest purchasers of 
crude oil in the basin. This gathering rep
resented 50,000 barrels daily oil of the total 
180,000 barrels produced in the State of 
Illinois. A committee of nine, including 
myself, was appointed to contact our rep-

world of change and decay, fear of fail
ure and of the unknown future haunts 
our hearts. Only at the sprin~s of Thy 
abiding reality we keep alive our faith in 
values that are permanent and in the 
kindly light behind all shadows. 

Send us forth to the dutie3 of this 
day with serenity and calm to meet an 
agitated world with an unruffled kind
ness that is strength and an inner can
dor which is the courage of the soul. 
In the dear redeemer's name we ask it. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. KNOWLAND, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 

resentatives in Washington, including the 
President, calling to their attention the 
alarming and serious situation confronting 
us. 

I was likewise appointed chairman of a 
special committee from our Rotary Club for 
a mass meeting with other civic clubs and 
chambers of commerce who are disturbed 
along with farmers and land owners. The 
entire business of the State and Nation will 
be seriously affected unless some means of 
relief is immediately obtained to help this 
situation and protect us against import oil 
and import buyers flooding our market to the 
detriment of the entire Nation. 

We here cannot be compared in many re
spects with Western States where they pri
marily have large ranches and leaseholds as 
compared with our small farms with low oil 
reserves and an average production of seven 
barrels per day per well · in Illinois, and with 
the drilling of each well committing us to 
drill on the small adjacent farms to protect 
them against drainage, we certainly should 
not be called upon to stand proration. Un
der such circumstances, we cannot carry out 
our commitments and obligations under this 
proration and the condition can easily be
come disastrous. 

I know that our representatives in Wash
ington with the aid of the good offices of the 
President should be able to remedy this 
situation. The oil operators asked for 50 
percent reduction in import oil instead of 
the steady increase which we have been 
getting, which will greatly relieve our serious 
situation and the present national economy. 

If it would help our cause to show the 
seriousness of this present situation, you can 
be furnished with at least 100,000 immediate 
spontaneous signatures to telegrams, letters, 
or petitions showing that this entire com
munity is up in arms and at the stage of 
demanding militant action. 

The school boards have just informed me 
that this reduction will greatly decrease their 
tax revenue, thereby impairing the present 
building program to replace the now ex
tremely inadequate school facilities. 

J . RoY DEE, 
Member of the Committee, of the 

Combined Organizations of Oil 
P roducers. 

CARMI, ILL., July 23, 1954. 
Congressman CHARLES W. VURSELL, 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Our local economy is seriously affected by 
recent curtailment of oil production. Fifty 
percent of local commerce is dependent upon 
the oil industry. We are not begging for 
subsidies of any kind, but are aware of the 
serious domestic results of imports of foreign 
oil. As representatives of the commerce, in
dustry, and welfare of White Couny, we 
urge congressional action to curb imports of 
oil. 

CARMI CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
GEORGE H. SCHANZLE, President. 

Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
July 15, 1954, was dispensed with. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
after consultation with the minority 
leader, I ask that the Subcommittee 
on Rules of the Committee on Rules and 
Administration be permitted to meet 
during the session of the Senate today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-06-20T17:28:58-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




